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PREFACE. 



' In preparing for the press the second edition of * The 
Idol Demolished by its own Priest,* the author, 
profiting by the advice of some of his reviewers and 
friends, has divided the matter into chapters, and prefixed 
a table of the principal contents. 

His sole interest in the work is to "confess'* his 
Redeemer "before men,'* and to expose an arch-heresy 
of the church which tramples upon the whole doctrine 
of Him in whose name she pretends to universal do- 
minion . 

That the nature of her dominion is wholly carnal — 
that the Roman church is, in reality, a secular, and not 
a spiritual institution— ^her own history, for centuries, 
has rendered so manifest, that a judgment of Provi- 
dence can alone account for the multitudes who still 
continue within her Antichristian pale. 

Infected, to the marrow, with the lust of Despotism; 
unweary of committing fornication with the hereditary 
Kings of the Earth; the uncompromising, unscrupulous, 
indefatigable enemy of civil, as well as of religious 
liberty; she now, even now, blesses the new - fledged 
Traitor, Usurper, Murderer, and Robber of the nineteenth 
century; abandoningly embraces him, and celebrates 
with Te BeumSy the broken oath, the unprovoked, indis- 
criminate massacre, the sway of brute force, and the 
utter prostration of an enlightened, brave, generous, 
chivabous, confiding — but betrayed, cheated, and out- 
rageously insulted People! 

Here are the "Islands,** so frequently alluded to in 
Scripture. To these fastnesses of the Ocean, God has 
specially committed the custody of Vv\a oiaftXe^. Twi 
precious deposit has produced the f ru\l oi (ioxv^«t^[^SI\Q»v\. 
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The Church of the First Century is to be found in 
various Protestant communities of these providentially 
insulated lands. If not in all of them — if revolting tem- 
poralities, clearly described and expressly condemned 
by Christ, are abetted — if, when spiritual errors were 
abjured, carnal ones were blindly retained, and are 
still clung to with strangely infatuated pertinacity; let 
the Transgressors take thought, at last; and, by pres- 
ent too palpable admonition, be warned, in time, to 
put away ** the Unholy Thing;*' lest God be provoked to 
a signal, fearful visitation, involving the ruin of both 
civil and religious liberty — yea, even the obliterating of 
the very nation itself! 

Rome makes no secret of the matter. She is resolved 
to recover, if she can, and by whatsoever means she 
can, all that has been wrested from her in these parts; 
and she enjoys stalworth and unscrupulous backers, who 
wait but an opportunity to help her — ^Despots who chafe 
at the neighbourhood of our Royal Republic — not the 
less a Republic, because a Royal one, — as an example 
which breeds inconvenient discontent in the slave; and 
which, consequently, they dread and loathe, and would 
joyfully annihilate, if they could. 

Secession — or, more properly speaking, Perversion — 
confined, for obvious reasons, to one too congenial branch 
of the Protestant Church, has slackened a little; but 
Seduction is awake and at work. Here and there, some 
consecrated theatre for exhibiting the dramatic 
mysteries of Rome, is, ever and anon, starting up. 
Antichrist tempts resort, enhancing the entertainment 
by stated prices of admission; and Protestants — professed 
believers in the Lord Jesus Christ, and in the all-suffi- 
ciency and finality of His written word — neither scruple 
nor pause, as they open their purses, that they may feast 
upon the Spectacle, in which He is ostensibly worshipped; 
but, in reality, rejected, mocked, and crucified anew! 

Let but the Romanist approach the Protestant, a little 
nearer, in point of numbers — or, let but his numbers 
l?0 augment€d_ by foreign accession — a\\^ t^\<s>\\^V^ V 
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consequence of a fray. The Council of Trent is the law 
of the Roman church; and damnation is the penalty of 
resistance to the dogmas of tl;^at scandalous and infidel 
Synod. And this is one of them — 

"The Bishop of Rome mat excommunicate Em- 
perors AND Princes, depose them from their 
States, and absolve their Subjects from their 
oaths of allegiance to them, and constrain them 
TO rebellion." 

I know that there are Romanists in this land, who 
denounce the temporal pretensions of the Pope; and who, 
in case of an armed foreign aggression, in his favour, 
would spring to the side of the Protestant, and shed the 
last drop of their blood with him — but what of the 
mass? 

Priestcraft is not confined to Romanism— -the Pro- 
testant laity — ^as they are named — have been not only 
allowed, but encouraged, to forget, that the flock itself is — 
or ought to be— one priesthood. Had this Scripture truth 
been realised-^-instead of a few thousand recognised 
preachers, had the word been propagated by as many 
millions— had we been all at work, and all clean, as 
well — Popery would not have reared its head among us, 
as it has done, and wagged it in our faces; the uumistake- 
able signs, that there is displeasure Above, had been 
spared us; and the author of the following pages had 
probably been saved the pain of investigating argu- 
ments which revolt him at every step, from the lament- 
able abuse of human knowledge, and frighful distortion of 
human reason which they reveal; and in which their dig- 
nified author incontinently and miserably and blindly 
rejoices and glories! 

J. S, K. 
hovT>oj(, Feby. 1852. 
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DOCTRINE OF TKANSUBSTMTIATION 

UNSCEIPTUBAL. 



''LET NO MAN DECEIVE TOU BY ANT MEANS: FOR THAT 
DAT SHALL NOT COME, EXCEPT THERE COME A FALLING 
AWAY FIRST, AND THAT MAN OF SIN BE REYEAXED, 
THE SON OF perdition; WHO OPPOSE^H AND EXALT- 
ETH HIMSELF ABOVE ALL THAT IS CALLED GOD, OR THAT 

IS worshipped; so that he, as god, sitteth in the 

TEMPLE OF GOD, SHOWING HIMSELF THAT HE IS GOD, ETC. 

FOB THE MYSTERY OF INIQUITY DOTH ALREADY WORK: 

ONLY HE WHO NOW LETTETH WILL LET, UNTIL HE BE 

TAKEN OUT OF THE WAY: AND THEN SHALL THAT WICKED 

BE l^YEALED, WHOM THE LORD SHALL CONSUME WITH 

THE SPIRIT OF HIS MOUTH, AND SHALL DESTROY WITH 

THE BRIGHTNESS OF HIS COMING: EVEN HIM, WHOSE 

COMING IS AFT^R THE WORKING OF SATAN, WITH ALL 

POWER, AND SIGNS, AND LYING WONDERS, AND WITH 

ALL DECEIT ABLENESS OF UNRIGHTEOUSNESS IN THEM 

THAT PERISH; BECAUSE THEY RECEIVED NOT THE LOTE 

OF THE TRUTH, THAT THEY MIGHT BE SATED. AND 

FOR THIS CAUSE GOD SHALL SEND THEM STRONG 

DELUSION, THAT TfiEY SHOULD BELIETE A LIE." — II. 

THESS. S. 



the teracious council of trent. 

Sir, 

Although there are many Antichrists, as 
there were even in the times of the Apostk^ \ «tvll U It 
Tj'dent that the text, above quoted, conleorgVaX^^ ^\si^ 
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one huge falling away in the visible church of Qo 

Nor has Paul left us in ignorance as to the marks, < 

features, which would characterise the grand apostac 

They were to consist with the working of Satan. Tht 

were to comprise all power and signs and lying wondei 

all deceivableness of unrighteousness ; rejection of tl 

love of the truth; reception of falsehood. Your churc 

Sir, avails herself of the sword, as well as of the cros 

abounds in appeals to the senses; claims the power 

working miracles ; subscribes to the dogmas of hunu 

councils ; and disparages the authority of revelatio 

All these she does, and avows it. Does she believe a li 

With reference to the Lord's Supper, the questi< 

in dispute between you and your opponents is this : 

Are the elements, which the communicant receiv 

nothing more than the types of Christ's body and blo( 

or are they truly ilmt body and that blood 1 

Supposing, Sir, that a council of Protestant divin 
having deliberated upon this question, should publi: 
as the result, a declaration, commencing with such 
preamble as this: — "Whereas our Saviour Christ c 
declare that to be tAefyp^o/ his body, "etc.; whatwoi 
you say of such a council ? Would you not say tl 
it set out with a lie? Any man, who could put t 
ideas together, would say so ; and he would say rig 
Again ; would you not say that by so barefaced 
interpolation, such a council betrayed its consciousn 
that the words of Christ were not sufficient, in the 
selves, to bear out the Protestant dogma ? Such woi 
be the inference of any man, endowed with comn 
sense, and versed in common experience. In brief, a 
Protestant council, so acting, would convict itself 
wishing to propagate a dogma, in the perfect soundn 
of which it did not believe ; and of concocting, at 
same time, a lie in order to ensure the reception of t 
dogma ! 

This, Sir, I presume I need not tell you, is only 
imaginary case ; yet it is a case, the perfect parallel 
which is to be found in the atcYiVvea oi ^wvx Oo^a 
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gvowedly, officiaUy, and fully represented as she was in 
tb self-styled " holy synod" of Trent. 

The Council of Trent comprised -within its members, 
six cardinals;, three patriarchs, thirty-two archbishops, 
and two hundred and twenty-^ight bishops. Every 
«ne of these dignitaries claimed his title in virtue of 
the right of apostolic succession, alleged to be vested 
exdnsively in your church ; along with his title, every 
one of these dignitaries boasted the endowment of the 
Holy Spirit ; and, in virtue of that endowment, asserted 
the privilege of communicating the same. Gould a 
eoancil, so constituted, think you, deliberately concoct 
a He, without fatally compromising the genuineness of 
its pretensions ? 

Thus does the Council of Trent enunciate the dogma 
ef transubstantiation :— 

^Whereas our Eedeemer, Christ, did declare that 

* to be truly His body, which He offered under the ap- 

* pearance of briead ; therefore hath it always been held 
' by the church of God — and this holy synod once more 

* deelareth it — ^that, by the consecration of the bread 
^and wine, a change is wrought, in the bread's whole 

* substance, into the substance of Christ's whole body ; 
'and the wine's whole substance, into the substance of 

* His blood ; which change has been, by the holy catho- 
*lic church, suitably and properly called transubstan- 
' tiation.' 

Have you never thought of analysing this precious 
document? Sir, a more scandalous document never 
proceeded from any deliberative body of men ! 

The Council of Trent puts the word "truly" into 
the mouth of Christ. Christ uttered no such word ! 
That the bread was truly the body of Christ might 
have been the belief of the council ; but, in support of 
that belief, it had no right to attribute to Christ a 
sanction which he never gave. Christ's words are 
simply "This is my body" — not "This is trult/ my 
body." The Council of Trent lies. By t\ie e^X^evi^^ oi 
iAe E7»DgeUst8, Christ did not declare W^^ ^^^ X^x^*^ 
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"was truly His body. Again ; How comes the Cotrndl 
of Trent to set down " which he offered under the ap- 
pearance of hrcad Y* This the council would pass off 
as a paraphrase of what the Evangelists relate in nar* 
rative ; thus, '* He took bread and blessed and brake 
and gave to the disciples." I cannot find, here, directif 
or by implication, a warrant for either of the terms 
which the council employs ; namely " offered" and 
"appearance" — neither, I am sure, can any one else, 
who can read the Word of God aright. The drift of 
the council is sufficiently clear. It would teach us that, 
in uttering the blessing, Christ changed the bread into 
his own body; that in the act of breaking, He sacri'* 
ficed His own body; that it was that identical body 
which He gave to His disciples ; and that the substance 
in which He gave it, had only the appearance of bread. 
And this, the council's own intei-pretation of Matthew's 
narrative, it most craftily tacks to the words which it 
attributes to Christ — a contrivance of shameful indi- 
rection ! — for, turn into action what the council seti 
down in the form of narrative, and it will stand thuaj 
" Whereas our Saviour, Christ, did declare • This is 
truly my body which I offer under the appearance of 
bread ! ' " The council directly attributes to Christ a 
declaration which He did not utter ; and, indirectly, 
assumes His sanction for the truth of a doctrine which 
is not to be found in Scripture! 

Now the truth was at the elbow of the Council of 
Trent, supposing that it believed in the dogma. This 
had been truth, " Whereas our Saviour, Christ, when 
He took bread, and blessed, and brake, dnd gave to His 
disciples, declared *This is my body;' this council 
holds, that by the consecration of the bread and wine, 
a change is wrought in the "bread* s whole substance into 
the substance of Christ, our Lord's body ; and in the 
wine*s whole substance into the substance of His blood.** 
This, I say, had been truth, so far as the belief of the 
council was concerned. Truth, however, was not the 
object which the council had in \\e>w,\>w\. V)aft T^<i«^^Cvsn 
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ef lis dogmi^ ; and^o ensure that reception, it tampered, 
without scruple, with the words of Christ, and super- 
seded the narrative of the Evangelist with one of its 
own^brication! 

This was going £ur enough, of all conscience. But 
fhe council was not content with this master-piece of 
impudence, falsehood, and dishonesty! Having mis- 
fepresented Christ, what hesitation could it possibly 
feelin misrepresenting His Church? None I It pro- 
ceeds to affirm that the dogma of transubstantiation 
**'hath always been held 6y the church of God*^ — as 
manifest a lie as the assertion, that Christ declared 
the bread «to be truly His body." Full well the 
council knew that, in no one, text of the New Testa- 
ment, is the dogma of transubstantiation — the changing 
of the *^ bread's whole substance into the substance of 
Clhrist, our Lord's body, and the wine's whole substance 
into the substance of His blood'* — set down. Full well 
it knew that in the purest state of Christianity, the 
grossest irreverence accompanied, occasionally, the ob- 
Bervance of the Lord's Supper — an abuse which could 
not have occurred had the communicants ever been 
taught that they were reallt/ eating the flesh and drink- 
ing the blood of the Lord. This the council knew ; 
and, notwithstanding, could deliver, under its hand, so 
mendacious a declaration as this— ^* It has always been 
held by the church of God, that, by the consecration 
of the bread and wine, a change is wrought in the 
bread's whole substance into the substance of Christ's 
whole body, and the wine's whole substance into the 
substance of His blood!" Let me, however, give the 
council credit for lending its countenance to one im« 
portant truth ; namely, that the titles, " the Church of 
God" and " the holy Catholic Church," are not by 
Any means to be regarded as convertible ones. The 
dogma, according to the statement of the council, re- 
ceives its name from the holy catholic church, and not 
from the church of God. 

And the propagators of this most \mT\^\.^o\i^ ^q^^- 
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ment style themselves a holy synod I ' In right of -what ? 
In right of apostolic succession ! In right — alleged 
right — of being invested with the self- same nnction 
and authority that the Apostles themselves enjoyed. 
Invested therewith to what intent? To consolidate 
priestcraft! "Which of the Apostles ever preached 
priestcraft ? Which of them ever established a priestly 
office ? Which of them ever called himself a priest ? 
Was the Apostle a priest ? or the bishop ? or the deacon ? 
or the elder ? Does Peter commend priestcraft where 
he speaks of " a holy priesthood ?" No J He de- 
nounces priestcraft. Of whom is the priesthood of 
which he speaks composed ? Of the whole body of 
Jewish converts^ — ^bishops, deacons, elders, and breth- 
ren in general ! Were they to offer sacrifices ? Cer- 
tainly ! Sacrifices of flesh and blood ? Certainly not ! 
What kind of sacrifices, then ? " Spiritual sacrifices.'* 
What constitute spiritual sacrifices ? Faith, the offering 
up of praise, thanksgiving, and prayer, the denying of 
fleshly lusts, etc. The slave Onesimus was as much 
a^^priest as Paul, that intercedes for him ; but neither 
thW one nor the other ever dreamed of taking orders in 
the sense of you? church — ^in the sense of priestcraft. 
Transubstantiation is the key-stotie of priestcraft— of 
that carnal arch which your church commenced build- 
ing as early as the second century ; which she com- 
pleted — after some little hindrance, however — in the 
sixteenth ; and the abutments of which, as she alleges, 
connect earth with the right road to heaven ; so that 
none can enter the latter without paying toll and going 
over ! Do I overstate the case ? Not a jot, if you 
truly state the doctrine of your church. " Eternal life^"^ 
you say, " is promised only to those who worthily par- 
take of the blessed Eucharist;** and where is the 
blessed Eucharist to be met with, that one may ensure 
eternal life, by worthily partaking of it. In the custody 

* Peter's epistles, though profitable to all Christians, were ad" 
dressed excl\i3iYe\j to Jewish converts ; and vrere not ** general,** 
AS the Church of Rome has/raiidul«n% ft\,^\ft^\Xiwxi, 
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ofthe priest ! Though you believe yourself to be stand- 
ing on the very brink of perdition ; though you believe 
thai Christ alone can rescue you^ and that your salvation 
depends upon your partaking of thjB blessed Eucharist ; 
not a fibre of the flesh of Christ, not a drop of His blood 
can you get, without the leave and co-operation of the 
priest ! The priest of Heaven ! — Christ ! — God ! — is 
powerless to save you, without the help of the Roman 
Gatholic priest ! Such a priest Christ never had a 
band in making ! — a priest that would contract, into 
the limits of a market crib, *^ the glorious liberty of the 
ehUdren of God !*' 

I find another version of your church's dogma in 
the lectures before me. The former one I extracted 
from those ^< on the blessed Eucharist*' Here, you say, 
" This doctrine of the Catholic Church, which perhaps 
of all OTHER dogmas has been most exposed to misr 
representation, or at least, certainly, to scorn and mis- 
representation, is clearly defined in the words of the 
mmeil of Trent, where we are told that the Catholic 
Ckwrch teaches, and always has taught, that, in the 
blessed Eucharist, that which was originally bread 
and ictne, is, by the consecration, changed into the sub' 
stance of the body and blood of our Lord, together with 
Sis soul and divinity ; in other words, His complete 
and entire person ; which change the Catholic Church 
has properly called transubstantiationJ*' This is 
another version I Is it your own — a paraphrase of the 
Council of Trent ?-^r is the Council of Trent itself to 
receive the full credit of it 1 Here I find no mention 
of "the Church of God.'* Here I find the soul and 
divinity of Christ in union with His body and blood ! 
The versions do not agree. Contradiction is a strange 
feature in a work, alleged to be constructed by suc- 
cessors of the Apostles ! Do tho Apostles contradict 
themselves, or even one another, in respect of tho doc- 
trine which they teach 1 Not to the amount of a jot ! 
Why ? Their doctrines are not their own •, but live dktflr 
tlon of the Spirit Will any man, thmk 70M1, \i^\^'s^ 
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that the Spirit had any thing to do with the men who 
could devise these versions ? Not unless he be an infidel, 
or be under the influence of strong delusion — which 
amounts to much the same thing. My wonder is suffi- 
cient when I find " the holy synod" extracting, from the 
terms of the institution, as recorded in sacred writ, the 
doctrine that the bread and wine are actually changed 
into the body and blood of Christ ; but it becomes in- 
continent when I am told that His soul and divinity are 
there, as well. I can perfectly understand the matter, 
though, when I reflect that the bait of the Roman 
Catholic trap is thereby rendered far more tempting. 
The doctrine, that, through the incantation of the priest, 
you can make sure of your God, in precisely the same 
manner as you make sure of a mouthful of meat, by 
swallowing it ; is unquestionably a seductive one — and 
eminently spiritual I 

Tell me. Sir, what I should expect to meet with, in 
examining the defence of a dogma, the mere enuncia-^ 
tion of which exhibits the most palpable indications of 
fraud and falsehood 1 Is it possible that such a defence 
can be sound ?— can stand, for a moment, when sub- 
jected to the scrutiny of even unassisted human reason — 
supposing that reason to be undepraved ? But what if 
the inquirer cast his whole dependence, implicitly upon 
the Word of God, and upon the help of God, to assist 
him in his endeavours rightly " to divide" that word 1 
I know not, Sir, though I may guess, what answer yon 
may give ; but the only answer that can be given — 
rightly given — must be obvious to every rational being, 
whom, in consequence of his having received the love 
of the truth, the Almighty has left unvisited, by "strong 
delusion that he should believe a lie.*' 
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IHB CABDINAL's first PROOF OF THE ROMAN DOGMA 

EXAMIKED* 

The yeiy first step which a man takes, in argnment, 
affords, not unfrequently, a just criterion of those that 
are to follow. Ton stumble the moment you start. In 
perfect accordance with the case of eyery Roman Ga» 
tholic controversialist, without exception, whose works 
I have had occasion to consult, either you are wilfully 
deaf to the voice of Scripture, when she would expos- 
tulate with you ; or God will not allow that voice to bo 
heard by you ; when you would propagate the anti- 
ehristian peculiar dogmas of your church. Labouring 
to prove, at setting out, that the interpretation of th^ 
Jews in the 6th of John is the true one, you throw 
yourself indirectly, but most clearly as well as rashly, 
ttpon the Saviour. You say " No wise and good teacher 
^11 run counter to the habits and ordinary feelings of 
those whom he addresses^ If he have to commend amiable 
and inviting doctrinesyhe will not clothe themin imagery ^ 
Vihich must disgust them by their very proposition. 
^hat says Christ to his disciples in the 13th of Matthew? 
They ask, why he speak to the Jews in parables? 
He answers, " Because it is given unto yon to know the 
mysteries of the kingdom of heaven ; but unto them it 
'^not given," etc. If because of the hardness of their 
hearts it pleased our Saviour to address the Jews, in the 
11th of Matthew, in parables, which they did not under- 
stand ; how consistently with such a practice might he 
propose amiable and inviting doctrines in imagery which 
must disgust them 1 What if the Jews in both instances 
be men of precisely the same description, in point of 
character ? Why in that case, does he employ such lan- 
guage, except to veil his doctrine ? except because it was 
not given to those whom he addresses, " to know the 
mysteries of the kingdom of heavenY' ^w^^osa W.'^^^ 
the dogma of your church which he pieaOci^^^ ^^^ "O^^ 
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that doctrine amiable and inviting 1 Who would recoil 
at the idea of eating flesh and drinking blood, after the 
fashion in which your church professes to admmisteir 
them ? Our Saviour then, whatsoever be the view thai 
one takes of the 6th of John,, did propose inviting and 
amiable doctrine in language calculated to produce dis- 
gust in those to whom it was addressed ; and upon yoti 
own shewing, the interpretation of the Jews was noi 
the true interpretation! They understood the Savioui 
literally. They contemplated the receiving of flesh and 
blood, with all the revolting accidents of these substan- 
ces; and not with the substituting of thoso of bread and 
wine. Thus, whether the truth of your dogma be 
granted or denied, the literal interpretation of our S» 
viour's words, as these words were understood by the 
Jews, is not the true interpretation. They recoiled at hi£ 
doctrine ! No one recoils at the dogma of your churchy 
except on account of the blasphemy which it teaches ! 
What are you about ? — ^and why, when you appeal tc 
the character of Christ, why do you avoid casting sc 
much as a glance at that of the auditors to whom hit 
words are directly addressed ? The one proceedini 
ought to have suggested the propriety of the other 
Coupling with the argument, the gross absurdity oi 
which I have just exposed, some preceding ill-digestedi 
confused, and vague lucubrations about *' the true ruleoj 
interpretation^^ you say, *^ These are the principal conr 
siderations which I have deemed it necessary to present 
to you before entering on the examination of what we 
consider the first proof of the Catholic doctrine of the 
Eucharist, as contained in the ^th chapter of the Oos^ 
pel of John,** And have you set before your readers 
aU the principal considerations ? Is the character of 
those, upon whose interpretation of our Saviour's words, 
you depend, for establishing the truth of your dogma, a 
consideration of no sort of importance ? Is not the 
character of a witness of some little weight in determinr 
ing the value of his evidence ? You cannot have lived 
to your years without knowing t\ia.t \\.>a oi ^^ ^«t^ 
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inatest weight. Ton cbnld not have read the 6th of 
John — re-read it^pondered it with reiterated scrntiiiy 
liowsoever vain — ^without being perfectly familiar with 
the character of the men who interpret our Savionr's 
Itoguage, there^ in its literal revolting sense. Our Savionr 
himself, more than once, sets that character directly be- 
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""^l fore yon I Why do you refrain from alluding to it ? 
^ I Why do you endeavour to keep it wholly out of view ? 
I —I shall save you the labour and inconvenience of 
"^1 answering. You would blink the question, Sir, because 
^1 that character supplies one of the keys — ^for the keys are 
I many — to the true interpretation of those verses in the 
^ I 6th of John, upon which, in the rankest spirit of priest- 
^|| erafl, your church has dared to found her antichristian 
^1 dopnaof transubstantiation ! Now, Sir, for your ex- 
■f I tmination of what you and your church, as you state, 
^1 "consider to be the first proof of the Catholic doctrine 
"I of tte Eucharist." 

"I " The question regarding the interpretation of this 
^1 'chapter of the Gospel, like all others of the same nature, 
^1 'reduces itself to a simple enquiry into a matter of fact. 
'^1 'All are agreed, for instance, both Catholics and Fro- 
J 'testants, that the first part of the chapter, from the 
fl * beginning to the 26th verse, is simply historical, and 
'gives US an account of the miracle wrought by our 
'Saviour, in feeding a multitude of persons with a small 
'quantity of bread. All are also agreed as to the next 
'portion of the chapter ; that is, from the 26th, so far 
'as about the 60th verse, that in it our Saviour's dis- 
' coarse is about faith. But at this point enters the 
' material difference of opinion among us. We say, that 
'at that verse, or somewhere about ity a change takes 

* place in our Saviour's discourse, and that from that 
' moment we are not to understand Him as speaking of 

* £uth, but solely of the real eating of His body, and 
' drinking of His blood sacramentally in the Eucharist. 

* Protestants, on the other hand, maintain that the same 

* discourse is continuedy and the same topVc ke^^ m'^ \a 
rih0 conclasjoif of the eh&pter. It is manikat \)aa.\ ^v^ 
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* is a question of simple fact. It is like any legal qnet-- 

* tion regarding the meaning of a document ; and we 
'must establish by eyidence, whether the latter part 

* can continue the same subject as the preceding." 

Omnipotence, how awful are thy denunciations! 
How sure, when provoked, to be kept !— (-to cleave ! — Up 
spread — ^to spread, till the trespass of a few — perhaps of 
even a solitary individual— entails the punishment of 
millions ! — successive millions — «• successive multitudi* 
nous generations of men ! Of what description is that 
truth, to the not receiving of the love of which so heavy* 
a penalty is attached ? It is the truth that saves ! 
Where is that truth to be found ? No where but in 
thy word ! Of what description is the love which, 
thou demandest for that word? Whole! — perfect I 
Love, tendered with all the mind and all the heart and. 
all the soul and all the strength! Will less content 
thee 1 No ! thou, thyself, hast appointed the measure.. 
And where is thy word? In the Book ! There, alone» 
is it to be met with in full; perfect as the love must 
be, which thou demandest for the truth that saves !-— 
stable as the rock — thyself ! There thou art revealed--^ 
alone ! Creation vouches for thee ; yet) left to himself^ 
man sees thee but dimly, there ! By his own unaided 
capacity he discerns thee, there ; but with incertitude! 
Made after thy image, he learns not that glorious fact 
from thy works ! Thee, he infers from them, but in 
confusion, trying to guess what kind of being thou art. 
He has made of thee '' gods many and lords many;** 
and from the reptile, up to himself, has ranged creation 
for an image of thee ! The Book alone declares thee ! — 
The Book of Truth!— Sole truth! And, from the 
love of that, prompted by the love of their own fleshly 
lusts, have men turned to adore their own imaginings ; 
worshipping themselves instead of Him that made 
them ! — And, lo, the penalty ; the utter obscuration of 
their noblest faculty; so that, seeing, they see naff 
haBTing they hear not ; but, staring the rankest false- 
Jiood in the face — ^scanning it, iealuie \>7 ifia.\,\vt^\ \Jasr| 
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ieeept it ; they enshrine it ; and^ groYelling before it, 
idore it as the truth! 

You are acknowledged, Sir, to be a man, erudite 
beyond his fellows — a master of diverse tongues — a man 
not only moulded, but finished and polished, to the 
beight, by the most liberal scholastic discipline*«-a pro- 
found, and far-and-wide theologian] You examine 
the text, and assert the presence of two independent 
topics ! And, yet, set the text^ along with the judg- 
ment which you pronounce upon it, before any man 
of common sense, who receives the love of God's truth, 
and he will tell you, that your theory and the text are 
at odds! 

I shall quote those passages which immediately 
eoneem the matter in hand: — 

27. " Labour not for the meat which perisheth, but 
for that meat which endureth unto everlasting lifo, 
which the Son of man shall give unto you.'* 

29. •* This is the work of God, that ye believe on 
him whom he hath sent.*' 

32. "My JFather giveth you the true bread from 
keaven." 

33. *' For the bread of God is He which cometh 
down from heaven, and giveth life unto the world." 

35. " I am the bread of life; he that cometh to me 
shall never hunger; and ho that believeth on me shall 
never thirst" 

40. " This is the will of Him that sent me, that 
every one which seeth the Son and believeth on Him, 
may have everlasting life: and I will raise him up at 
the last day." 

47. " Verily, Terily, I say unto you, he that believeth 
on me hath everlasting life." 

48. ** I am that bread of life." 

50. "This is the bread which cometh down from 
heaven, that a man may eat thereof, and not die." 

51. " 1 am the Jiving bread which came dovjiv ixotCL 
Aesrea. IfaDjrman eat of this bread, liQ s\ia\Y\vsQ lot 
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even and the bread that I will give is my fleshy whiel 
will jfive for the life of the world.** 

53. ''Except ye eat the flesh of the Bon of man, a 
drink his blood, ye have no life in you." 

54. '' Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blo< 
hath eternal life; and I will raise him upal^ the last da] 

55. *' For my flesh is meat indeed, and my blood 
ilrink indeed." 

56. " He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my bloc 
dwelleth in me and I in him." 

57. " As the living Father hath sent me, and I li 
by the Father; so he that eateth me, even he shall li 
by me." 

58. " This is that bread which came down fro 
heaven," etc. ''He that eateth of this bread shall li 
for ever." 

Let ns now compare some of the verses which y< 
assign to faith, with some of those which you assign 
your dogma, and about which you are so very certa 
that you satisf^ictorily inform us that they common 
" somewhere.'* Recur, then, to the 27th verse, " Labo 
not for the meat which perisheth, but for that me 
which endureth unto everlasting life, which the Son 
man shall give unto you;" and, if you have the temeri' 
to attempt it, in point blank defiance of all the usag 
of speech, try to establish the existence, presumptive 
positive, of two distinct subjects. " The flesh" whi< 
is given " for the life of the world" — ^" the flesh" ] 
who eats which, and " the blood," he who drinks whic 
hath eternal life — ^the Saviour, he who eats whoi 
shall live by Him; must, of absolute necessity, be ide 
tical with " the meat" *' which the Son of man will grs 
and which endureth unto everlasting life." Hence t] 
'^eat, the bread, the flesh, the blood, Christ, can on 
be rfcx/.ejYed as various terms, employed to represent oi 
and th*^ game subject; and, consequently " labouring f 
the meat,'» "coming to Christ," "believing on Christ 
*• ^*ing *^^ bread," " eating the flesh," « drinking tl 
blood, ' ^'eai^jug Christ," can bo onVy vat\Qi>3ka \aQ^^'?i 
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represeiiting one and the same action; and of what can 
that action possibly consist, except of belieying in the 
atonement? 

We read in the 58th verse— -'' This is that bread 
which came down from heaven: not as your fathers 
did eat manna, and are dead. He that eateth of this 
bread shall live for ever." This is the last of those 
verses in which your church and you discover, as you 
allege, the first proof of your dogma. How read the d2nd 
and 33rd of these verses which you assign to faith? Even 
thus—" Verily, verily, I say unto you, Moses gave you 
not that bread from heaven; but my Father giveth you 
the true bread from heaven. For the bread of God is He 
which cometh down from heaven, and giveth life unto 
the world, " Now, in both passages, the doctrine is 
pontively one and the same — if language have any abso- 
lute significancy ; and yet, you would assign to each a 
different doctrine ! 

Take the 27th verse and compare it with the 51st-— 
*' Labour not for the meat which perisheth ; but for 
that meat which endureth unto everlasting life, which 
the Son of man shall give unto you." ''The bread 
ttat I will give is my flesh, which I will give for the 
life of the world." In the latter instance the gift is 
called ** flesh;" in the former, **meat;" in both in- 
stances Christ is the donor, and the result of the gift 
is everlasting life. Is the doctrine different? You 
assert as much ! Tou assert that, down to the 48th 
yetse, Christ discourses of faith ; but that, there, He 
ebanges the subject from faith to the actual eating of 
His flesh and drinking of His blood ! Now, mark the 
very awkward dilemma in which such a theory places 
you. According to that theory, Christ promises eternal 
life on the condition of faith ; according to the doctrine 
of your church, "eternal life is promised only to those 
who worthily partake of the blessed Eucharist.'* How 
can faith possibly merit eternal life, if your doctrine be 
true ? In that case, the doctrine of the ^ \\iNeT«ft S& ^^\^* 
faith cannot merit eternal life I " TCVie m«a,\, ^\aL^ 



a tEXT COMPABBD WITH OOmTEXT* 

the Son of man "will give** does not ''endure unto eter- 
nal life!*' You would establish a manifest contradic- 
tion in the doctrine of Scripture, and lay that contra* 
diction at the door of Christ Himself! Grant yonr 
dogma, and, according to the showing of your churchy 
Christ preaches contradictory doctrine — ^throws down 
with one hand what He sets up with the other ! Does 
not this sound very like blasphemy 1 Does not the 
holy Roman Catholic Church preach blasphemy ? 

Again; compare the 33rd verse with the 51st. ** The 
bread of God is He which cometh down from heayen, 
and giveth life unto the world." '^ I am the living 
bread which came down from Heaven. If any man 
eat of this bread, he shall live for ever." The bread 
in each case is the same, and produces the same result ; 
and yet, according to your theory, the former relates 
to faith, and the latter to the actual eating of the Lord's 
flesh and drinking of His blood ! If your theory stands, 
the 33rd verse has no business to be where it is ! Strike 
it out ! What ! mutilate the language of Christ ! Why * 
not ] If your theory and the dogma which you found 
npon it be true ; Christ preaches questionable doctrine 
in promising eternal life as the reward of faith ; when, 
according to the doctrine of your church, " eternal life 
is promised only to those who worthily/ partake of 
the Blessed Eucharist r* 

Again — compare the 40th verse with the 54th. 
** This is the will of Him that sent me ; that every one 
which seeth the Son and believeth on Him, may have 
eternal life : and I will raise him up at the last day." 
'< Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, Imth 
everlasting life, and I will raise him up at the last day." 
Your hypothesis places you in precisely the same pre- 
dicament, here ; while the infatuation which can lead 
you to assert the existence of two distinct subjects, 
becomes immeasurably aggravated. No man, except 
his reason be irrecoverably flawed, or except his mind 
labour under the influence of '^ strong delusion"— no 
msn, I say, except such a one, can «kS.^«V, VwaX. ^i)ti^!Sfc 
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two yerses are otherwise tban identical in point of 
doctrine. But grant your hypothesis to be true- 
grant that the first yerse refers exclusively to faith, and 
the second to your dogma ; and the former is rendered 
utterly void ! It promises eternal life upon the single 
condition of faith in Christ, and your dogma assures 
it only to those who actually receive ** His body, blood, 
soul, and divinity, in * the blessed Eucharist I' '* 

Once more — The 48th verse reads — **I am the 
bread of' life.'' We find the same proposition, word 
for word, in the 35th, ** I am the bread of life.*' Is it 
within the compass of possibility, think you, that the 
Saviour should have employed one and the same pro- 
position, with the view of establishing 4;wo distinct 
doctrines, the one of which is wholly inconsistent with 
the other? You admit ** all are agreed that, from the 
i5thf so far as about the 60th verse, our Saviours dis- 
course is about faithP You say, in another place — " / 
feel myself strongly led to suppose that the transition 
Jakes place in the 48th, instead of the 5lst verse, where 
it is commonly puf* — by Roman Catholic commentators 
g[ course. Here you refer us, for your reasons, to your 
"Lectures on the Real Presence." Those reasons are 
void of the least weight. The principal one is founded 
upon analogy which is no analogy, namely, the fact that 
our Saviour repeats, elsewhere, the same identical pro- 
position to introduce a different subject; as in the 11th 
and 14th verses of the 6th of John's Gospel — " I am the 
good shepherd;" and again, in the 1st and 5th verses of 
his 15th chapter — " I am the true vine." Now, although, 
in the first of these instances, the repetition subserves to 
the introduction of a new subject, yet is not that sub- 
ject contradictory of the former one, but perfectly har- 
monises with it; while the very reverse takes place in 
the 6th of John, according to the theory which you would 
fain establish! Where, 1 pray you, is the analogy? In 
the second instance the repetition subserves to tlie con- 
trasting of reward and penalty as theTes\i\t,ie§^ec\lvq^"^, 
of union or separation from Christ. Here, a^wi, XJcvfit^ 

C 
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is nothing incongruous! the doctrine is })erfcet in both 
cases! the one confirms the other; whereas, adniit your 
theory, and the one destroys the other! Where again, 
I ask, is there even an approach to analogy? After this, 
your appealing to the eyidence of " emphatic asseveration 
*amen/ '' and to the doctrine of " poetical parallelism,'^ 
amounts to the sheerest idleness! I know a far better 
reason, Sir, than any you have giren^-one that fully ae- 
counts for your fixing *'the transition" at the 48th 
instead of the 51st yerse. By the latter arrangement, 
the three preceding verses are assigned to faith, and con- 
sequently, become part and parcel of those that treat, as 
you allow, of the same subject; while, being, £Aao,mtally 
connected with those upon which you found your dognoui^ 
they haye an obyious tendency to affect the soundness 
of that dogma — to start the question — ^' Does not the 
whole discourse of Christ relate to faith?'' And what do 
you gain by thus shifting the transition? The saving of 
three verses from the sentence of excision which your 
dogma virtually passes upon every proposition that pro- 
claims everlasting life, as the reward of faith. This, Bir, 
is the dilemma in which the advocacy of your dogma 
places you, so far as the 6th of John is concerned. Now, 
there exists but one way in which you can extricate 
yourself. You must prove that the whole discourse of 
our Saviour bears reference to your dogma alone, or yon 
must grant that it relates, solely, to the doctrine of faith; 
and, consequently, give your theory of ** the first proor' 
to the winds! 
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" I need hardly premise that nothing was more fami- 

* liar with our Saviour than to take the opportunity of 
< any miracle which He performed, to inculcate some doc- 
' trine which seemed to have a special connection with 

* it For instance, in the 9th chapter of St. John, having 
'cured a blind man, He proceeds \o le^io^i^ \Juka VVjasv- 
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' sees for their spiritual blindness. In the 5th, after re- 
' storing a man ivho bad been deprived of the use of his 

* limbs, or who had been at least in a very languishing 

* state of illness, He takes occasion, most naturally, to 
^ explain the doctrine of the Eesurrection. Again, in the 
'12th chapter of St. Matthew, after having cast out a 
' devil. He proceeds to discourse upon the subject of evil 

* spirits. These examples I bring merely to infer that, 
'such being His custom, it will not be denied, that if ever 

* He did wish for an opportunity to propose to His 

* hearers, the doctrine of the Eeal Presence, in the 
'Eucharist, He could not, in the whole course of His 

* ministry, have found one more suited to His purpose. 

* For, as hereby blessing the bread. He gave it a new efficacy, 
' and made it sufficient to feed seyeral thousands, we coald not 
' suppose any thing more parallel to that sacrament, wherein His 
^ body is in a manner multiplied, so as to form the food of all 
' mankind in whatever part of the world. This, therefore, 

'makes it, in the first place, not at all improbable that 
'if such a doctrine was to be ever taught, — if such an 
' institution was to be ever made, this was the favour- 
*able moment for preparing His hearers for it." 

You constantly appeal to analogy; which, as con- 
stantly evades you! Oar Saviour takes occasion of the 
three miracles which you enumerate, to introduce spirit- 
ual doctrine. He does the same in the present instance 
as regards faith. Can the actual eating of His flesh and 
drinking of His blood be possibly regarded in the light 
ofipmitta? doctrine! What other doctrine has our 
Saviour ever preached as the means of salvation, than 
spiritual doctrinel None! To any man who is ac- 
<liiainted with the Bible, and believes it to be the Word 
of God — to any man who is endowed with reason, and 
^ho, unfettered by the judgment of God, can exercise 
^at reason healthfully — to any such man, submit the 
passage which I have particularised by a different type, 
and what will he infer from it? Will he not conclude 
that you advocate priestcraft, and not chrisUamtyl — tbjal 
you search Roman Catholic tradiUon, au^ \\^\. ^m^ 
iBfef-^that yon serve, not Christ, but A^hIkWysXA Xcra: 
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are a theologian! What is your theology? Skill in the 
system of man, not God! " If ever Christ wished for 
an opportunity!'* When did our Sariour ever v;at< for 
an opportunity to declare what was essential to salra- 
tion? Do yon read the Scriptures for any other purpose 
than that of palming off the dogmas of your church, npon 
her passive, impHcitly-belieying Totaries? — victims were 
the most appropriate term! — Do you ever note the time? 
Has it utterly escaped yon that the chapter in which 
you profess to discover the first proof of the dogma of 
tiansubstantiation refers to the second year of our Lord's 
labours? Will any man who is not unhappily under the 
influence of " strong delusion" believe it io he possible 
that Christ could have continued preaching for a whole 
year, leaving his hearers, all that time, in utter ignorance 
of a doctrine, in comparison with which, faith, as your 
theory virtually goes to establish, is of no avail! Would 
you bring such a charge against the Redeemer? 

It would be waste of time in me, as it is, most obvi- 
ously, prodigality of labour in you, to comment upon 
what is put forth by the Jews who composed the 
** Madresh Coheleth." I abstain accordingly from quot- 
ing your next paragraph. In fact, Sir, I hold it to be no- 
thing short of rejecting " the love of the truth," and 
thereby incurring a fearful risk; to attach any impor- 
tance whatsoever to the opinions of mere men, when we 
have the Word of God itself to appeal to. By the evi- 
dence of that word, alone, must stand or fall all human 
speculations upon the subject of revealed religion. Your 
church thinks otherwise. Your church boasts of another 
Bible — the writings of the Fathers, as you call them— 
authority which she places side by side with that of holy 
writ — authority, which, to make valid, she underrates the 
validity of that of holy writ; denying its all-suflSciency. 
Sir, she might as well deny the all-sufficiency of God! 
She is making converts fast, in these countries! She is; 
and she has need. She is losing her children much 
faster, at home! — where she is best known. And do 
j'ou know the secret of her success m tliese ^^x\&\ \ 
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don't believe you do. That secret is fully revealed in the 
text which I have quoted at the commencement. The 
man who, for a moment, is induced to doubt the all- 
sufficiency of God*s Word, departs from '* the love of the 
truth;" and is in danger of incurring the penalty — the 
atter obscuring of his spiritual vision! Tour church may 
make more converts yet! Instead of dozens, they may 
pour into her pale in crowds, while she points exult* 
ingly to the increasing numbers of her children, as she 
calls them. Let her beware lest that which is a subject 
of glory and rejoicing to her, be a proof of the anger and 
judgment of God! — ^Let her stint and become sober; and 
ponder what she is about, while Christ Himself confronts 
her with the declaration that the way which leads to - 
Him is any thing but thronged! She boasts to us that 
her*s is the true way! How does she then account for 
the concoursef Was our Redeemer incapable of estim- 
ating, accurately, the amount of His followers? He an- 
nounces /ett?; and your church makes proclamation of 
multitudes! It is a captivating church! 

The paragraph which immediately follows the pre- 
ceding one I also omit, as I have anticipated its argu- 
ment — the placing of the change of subject at the 48th, 
instead of the Slst, verse. And now resume. 

'* In the first place, it may be said, is it probable that 

* our Saviour, who had just been speaking of Himself as 
^ the bread of life, should in the 51st verse, going on 

* with precisely the same expressions, make such a com- 

* plete transition in the subject of His discourse? Should 

* we not have something to indicate this change to 
' another subject? To show that there is no weight 
' in this objection, I will refer you to another passage 

* in which precisely a similar transition takes place; 

* namely, the 24th chapter of St. Matthew. It is agreed 
^ funong learned modern Protestant commentators, Eng- 
^ lish and Foreign,— and allow me to repeat a remark 

* which I made on a • former occasion, that when I 

* vaguely say eommentsLtovs, I mean exc\\xwT^'^ ^\\i- 

' testant commentators ; because 1 think \\. Xi^Wft^ \.^ 
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' quote snch authorities as will not be so easily rejected 
' by those with whom we are engaged in discHSsion, — 

* It is the opinion, therefore, of seyeral snch eommen-* 

* tators, that in the 24th and 25th chapters of St. 
' Matthew, there is a discourse of our Saviour's on two 
' distinct topics, the first regarding the destruction of 
' the Temple of Jerusalem ; and the second, the end 

* of the world. Any one may naturally ask where 

< does the transition take placel It is manifest, when 
^ looking at the extremes, — ^that is, on eomparing the 
^ phrases used in the first part of the discourse, and 

* those in the second, that the same subject is not eon- 
'■ tinned, — ^where then are we to find the point of sepa- 
' ration? Now, most accurate commentators place it 
^ at the 43rd verse of the 24th chapter, and I will just 

* read to you the preceding verse, and one or two of 

* those that follow. ' Watch ye therefore, because ye 

< know not at what hour your Lord will come. But 

< this know ye, that if the good man of the house knew 

* at what hour of the night the thief would come, he 

* would certainly watch, and would not suffer his bouse 

* to be broken open.* You perceive no transition be- 

< tween these verses, and yet these commentators place 

* the transition exactly in the middle of them. The 
' same imagery is still continued from verse to verse, and 

* yet it is agreed that a transition takes place from one 

* subject to another, as distinct as the destruction of the 
' temple of Jerusalem, which took place 1800 years ago, 

* is from the end of the world, which may not happen 

< for many centuries. Thus may the preliminary 
' objection be removed, that there must be a strong 

* and marked transition, something like a prefatory 

* phrase, to mark the passage from one subject to 

* another." 

Now, what could induce you to anticipate an objec- 
tion which you thoroughly establish by endeavouring 
to remove it ? By what fatuity are you possessed that 
jrou appeal to Matthew, in support oi -yovxt c^u<sa, ^vtb.- 
oai previously ascertaining w\\et\iet Va^ esi^ci^ca ^wsX^ 
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serve or damage iti Thus reads the 3rd verse of his 
24th chapter — **And as He sat npon the Mount of 
Olives, the disciples came unto Him, privately, saying, 
Tell Qs when shall these things be, and what shall be 
the sign of Thy coming, and of the end of the world f ' 
Here two distinct subjects of inquiry are expressly 
proposed. And these two subjects are recognised by 
the Saviour in the 6th verse. " Ye shall hear of wars 
and rumours of wars : see that ye be not troubled ; but 
the end is not yet." A strange way this of proving that 
** there is no weight" in the unluckily-anticipated ob- 
jection! Ton would sustain the flimsy hypothesis that 
two distinct doctrines are discussed in the 6th of John, 
vhere no announcement of any such fact exists ; by 
appealing to the 24tb and 25th of Matthew, where the 
presence of such an announcement is placed beyond the 
possibility of question! Rely upon it, Sir, that fore- 
sight, or discrimination, or common wakefulness of 
caution, in dealing with spiritual things, is a matter as 
hr beyond the reach of him who labours under " strong 
delusion" as the ordinarily vouchsafed capacity of dis- 
tinguishing falsehood from truth. If, in the 24 th and 
25th of Matthew, it be difficult to discern where the 
one subject terminates and the other commences ; what 
of that? Both are announced by the joint consent of 
Protestant and Romanist. Nor can I acquiesce in the 
opinion that there exists any very great difficulty in 
determining where the one is dropped and the other 
taken up. For instance, from the beginning of the 
16th to the close of the 28th verse, the language of our 
Saviour obviously relates to the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem. To counsel those that are in Judea to fly into 
the mountains ; him that is on the house-top, not to 
come down to take anything out of the house ; him 
that is in the field not to return back to take his clothes; 
to forewarn, of' wo, those who are with child and those 
who give suck ; to admonish prayer, that flight may 
not be in winter, or on the Sabbath, day •, to ^\aNA \jBa.\. 
the tribulation of those days shall \)e gieaXet NJoasi «k^ 
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that ever preceded, or that shall follow ; that, except 
those days should be shortened, there should. no flesh 
be saved, etc. ; all these particulars consist with the 
destruction of Jerusalem, and do not bear any relation 
whatsoever to the end of the world* At the 29th 
verse, Christ as manifestly passes to the second topic ; 
introducing it with a prophecy in which your church 
enjoys a huge, unenviable, most fearful interest. He 
foretells the '< falling away!" That falling away He 
figuratively represents by the darkening of the sun — 
the truth ; by the consequent falling of light in the 
moon — the church; by the falling of the stars from 
heaven — the vanishing of the little remaining light ; 
and by the shaking of the powers of the heavens — the 
universal infraction and defiance of God's laws. The 
state of your church, in the sixteenth century, resembles 
something very like the fulfilment of this prophecy. 
Thus Antonius describes that state» in addressing the 
fathers and senators assembled at Trent : — 

'Each succeeding day witnesses a deterioration in 

* devotion, divine grace, christian virtue, and other 
' spiritual attainments. No age liad ever seen more 
' tribunals and less justice ; more senators and less 
< care of the commonwealth; more indigence and less 
' charity ; or greater riches and fewer alms ! This 
' neglect of justice, charity, and alms, was attended 
^ with public adultery, rape, rapine, exaction, taxation, 
' oppression, drunkenness, gluttony, pomp of dress, 
' superfluity of expense, contamination of luxury, and 

* eff'usion of Christian blood! Women displayed lasci- 

* viousness and effrontery; youth, disorder and insub- 

* ordination; and age, impiety and folly ; while never 

* had there, iu all ranks, appeared less honour, virtue, 

* modesty, and fear of God ; or more licentiousness, 
' abuse, and exorbitance of sensuality. The pastor was 

* without vigilance; the preacher, without works ; the 

* law, without subjection; the people, without obedience; 
^tAe monk, without devotion-, the x\c\\, \j\t\iwv.t Iwimility ; 

^ the female, without compassion*, \\\^ ^ouw%, ^\\iXiwsX 
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' discipline, and evert/ c^mttan, without religion! The 
^wicked were exalted, and the good, depressed; virtue 
'was despised, and rice, in its stead, reigned in the 
* world! Usury, fraud, adultery, fornication, enmity, 
'reyenge'and blasphemy, enjoyed distinction; while worldly 
' and perverse men, being eneoi>raged and congratulated 
*in their wickedness, boasted of their villany!!! ' 

Here, Sir, or else, nowhere, do we contemplate a 
picture which tallies with the prophetic figure,*^ The sun 
shall be darkened; and the moon shall not give her light, 
and the stars shall fall from heaven, and the powers of 
the heavens shall be shaken." And the church which pre- 
sents this picture is the Roman Catholic Church; which, 
during five preceding centuries^ according to the attestation 
of some of her own children, and those, recognised ones, 
had been presenting the same instructive spectacle to the 
world! — and, all this time, the mass was keeping up! the 
elements were consecrated, and successive millions flat- 
tered themselves with making sure of everlasting life by 
partaking — worthily partaking.^— of the blessed Eucharist! 
But, to return to the 24th of Matthew — That from 
the " falling away," the Saviour immediately proceeds 
to the grand, final catastrophe, is evident from the lan- 
guage of the 30th and 31st verses. That, at the 32ud 
Terse He resumes the first topic — the destruction of - 
Jerusalem — appears from the intimate connexion which 
subsists between that verse and the 33rd and 34th; in the 
latter of which He declares that '< this generation shall 
not pass away till all these things be fulfilled.'' Less 
than forty years elapsed before Jerusalem was utterly 
overthrown. The remaining portion of this chapter may 
warrant incertitude as to which of the events in question, 
constitutes the subject of our Saviour's discourse, because 
the doctrine is equally applicable to the one or the other; 
the destruction of Jerusalem being, to all who were 
destined to share in it, precisely the same thing as the 
destruction of the world. Death is, to eveiy xass^w^NXv^ 
Last Day, as concerna the interests of t\i\a slaX© ol ^-kss^V 
«?«; and the very next oecurrenee is th© I>a7 ol ^>i^%- 
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ment. The same common applicability pregonts itself 
in the 25th chapter, dovm to the 30th verse, inclusiye; 
whence the Day of Judgment constitutes the sole topic 
of our Saviour's discourse. 

Now, where, very reverend Sir, I pray you — ^where is 
the parallel between these chapters and the 6th of John, 
while, what is a matter of dispute, in John; is a subject 
of universal consent in Matthew? Here, as I have 
already stated — and as every reader may ascertain at a 
glance^— here, I sny, two separate topics are announced, 
in the question of the disciples, and are recognised in the 
answer of Christ; whereas, in John, there is no sign of 
any such announcement, or recognition; while, from its 
very construction, the text establishes the presence of one 
solitary topic, represented, figuratively, under varioui 
terms — the doctrine of salvation by faith in the atone* 
ment; which docrine is fully and conclusively summed np 
in the 29th verse, " This is the work of God*— that ye be- 
lieve on Him whom He hath sent/* ** Thus,*' Sir, to 
use your own language with the addition of a single, but 
very important monosyllable — '* Thus may** not " the 
preliminoiy objection be removed, that there must be a 
strong and marked transition, something like a pre- 
fatory phrase, to mark the passage from one subject to 
another;*^ because, in Matthew, such a phrase is pres- 
ent, whereas in John, try as you may, you cannot catoh 
a glimpse of such phrase. 



THE CARDINAL MISINTERPRETS AND MUTILATES ISAIAH. 

" Now, therefore, on what ground do we say that in 
' the preceding part of the chapter vi. and in the latter, 
' a different topic is treated of? As I have before observed, 
' the question is on a point of fact, and resolves itself into 
'two enquiries: first, is there a transition here? — and 
' secondly, is it to the true eating and drinking of the body 
^and blood of Christ? In answer to t\ve ^i^X., 1 ^s.-^, tlMi 
^ I believe the first portion oi out ^a^Voxa'^ ^\»»s\n!«Rk 
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apply to £uth, for this simple reason; that every ex-* 
ession He uses throughout it, is such as was familiar 
the Jews, as referring to the subject. For, the ideas 
giving bread, and of partaking of food were commonly 
iplied to teaching and receiving instruction; conse- 
lently there was no misunderstanding them. Thus, 
B have it said in the book of Isaiah, 'All you that 
irst come unto the waters, and you that have no money, 
ake haste, buy and eat. Hearken diligently to me, 
id eat that which is good.' ' To eat,' is here applied to 
itening to instruction. Our Saviour quotes Deutero- 
)my — *Not on bread alone does man live, but on every 
ord that cometh out of the mouth of God.' Again, 
)d used this remarkable figure when He said that He 
lould * send forth a famine into the land — not a fa^ 
ine of bread, nor a thirst of water, but of the hearing 
the Word of God.' In like manner, wisdom is repre- 
Dted as saying < Come eat my bread, and drink the 
ine which I have mingled for you.' Among the lat- 
r Jews, Maimonides and other commentators observe, 
at whenever the expression is used among the pro* 
lets, or in Ecclesiastes, it is always to be understood of 
etrine. Therefore, when our Saviour simply ad- 
esses the Jews, speaking to them of the food, whereof 
ey are to partake, I have no difficulty in supposing 
at He could be understood by all, as referring to Him, 
id His teaching. But in order to contrast these ex- 
essions more strongly with those that follow, allow 
e to notice a peculiarity observable at the 35th verse, 
iroughout the first part of this chapter, if you read it 
refully over, you will not once find our Saviour allude 
the idea of eating; He does not once speak of eating 
;he bread which came down from heaven.' On the 
>ntrary, in the 35th verse He actually violates the 
dinary rhetorical proprieties of language, to avoid this 
irsh and unnatural figure. In the instances where the 
[ureof food is applied to hearing or believing doctrine; 
le inspired writers never say, * Come and eat or i^^w?^ 
'. ' Bat our Saviour does not even speak oi ealVn^ >Xx\% 
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* figurative bread of His doctrine; and at ihe same timfi 

* cautiously escapes from applying the phrase directly to 

* His own person. For, in the d5th verse^ Jesus said to 
' them, I am the bread of life: he that cometh to me shall 

* not hunger, and he that beliefieth in me shall not thirst'* 
' So that when it would appear requisite to fill up the 
' metaphor by the ideas of eating and drinking, as op* 
^ posed to hunger and thirst) He carefully avoids them, 
"* and substitutes others. And the phrases selected were 
< such as to indicate to the Jews doctrine and belief." 

to what purpose do you give your reasons for believ- 
ing what every one admits? Upwards of two pages do 
you devote to the perfectly gratuitous task of proving 
that, down to the 47th verse, inclusive, our Saviour's 
discourse relates, solely, to faith. But this is not your 
real drift. You spy a flaw! Full well are you aware 
that the ideas which we represent by the terms " eating^ 
and " drinking** are clearly implied in the text; and, flo 
implied, as to render it impossible to interpret them, 
correctly, except by taking them figuratively^^ fact* 
fatal to your dogma. Tou would fain evade the force <^ 
this fact— if you could; and thus you attempt it. After 
quoting from the 55th of Isaiah ** All you that thirst 
come unto the waters; and you, that have no money, 
buy and eat. Hearken diligently to me, and eat that 
which is good." **Ho, every one that thirsteth, come ye 
to the waters; and he that hath no money, come yot 
buy and eat," etc, you remark, " ^To eat* is here applied 
to listening unto instruction^' JS^ow, as I cannot sup- 
pose that a rhetorician could possibly eosplainoue figure 
by another, I must conclude that you employ the term 
'* listening*' in its literal sense — unquestionably the 
most convenient one, for your argument; as it would be 
preposterous, in an opponent, to assert that '* whoso eat« 
eth my flesh*' may be rendered ** whoso listeneth to my 
flesh." You only abuse your own judgment, Sir, by 
supposing — if you really suppose it — that Isaiah could 
have employed the v^ord *'eaV' in Wi^ ?>eu%^ ^\xvi.\\. ^<iw 
attach to it — that, after having (ia\\e^\x^Qxv\\iQfSft^^\tfs 
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be addresses, to "hearken," or listen to him, he should 
introdnce a new term, representing, literally, a new idea, 
merely for the sake of repeating one to which he had 
just given utterance. Why, you, yourself, feel the ab- 
tardity of such a procedure; for, in order to keep it as 
much as possible out of sight, you weakly employ a 
synonym, in the hope that a change of term may pass 
for a chanofe of idea, ** Hearken and listen'' is obyiously 
a phrase that does not startle: the ear so much as 
"hearken and hearken;" though, of the two, it is not 
the less monstrous interpretation of the phrase '* hearken 
and eat." How anxious you are to avoid the use which 
may be made of the latter term; as regards its figurative 
interpretation! How fortunate would it have been 
for you, if, throughout Scripture, it had never been em- 
ployed otherwise than literally! But the Word of God 
takes care of itself! *< Eat," Sir, must be rendered by the 
term "receive" or by the phrase "believe in/* or by 
some phrase or word, perfectly equivalent. The Almigh ty, 
speaking by the lips of Bis prophet, having called upon 
His people to hearken or listen, now calls upon them to 
believe in, or to receive, what they hear; and even so 
Christ, when He says,- "Whoso eateth my flesh, and 
drinketh my bloody hath eternal life'* — *' He that eateth 
me, even he shall live by me," inculcates the receiving 
of, or' the believing in, His flesh and blood, or in Him- 
self; as a sacrifice which, before the^ beginning of the 
vorld, was appointed to be oflered up, for sin — as a 
sacrifice, the type of which we first contemplate in the 
offering of Abel— ^s an oblation, by faith in the suffici- 
ency of which, death, the penalty of sin, is escaped, an 
a title to everlasting life, is established. 

But why do you mutilate Isaiah? Why do you take 
a portion, here . and there, and then unite them, as if 
they constituted one continuous passage? Why do you 
▼holly leave out the intervening context? Why, but 
because you know that the same Divine essence repeats 
in John what He proclaims in Isaidhl Xow casvwoX., 
snreJ^, be ignorant of the fact that, in the ^Ih. ol ivjav\> 
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the 27th verse contains a brief paraphrase of vrhat we 
read in the 2nd verse of Isaiah^s 55th chapter! Isaiah 
writes " Wherefore do you spend your money for that 
which is not bread, and your labour for that which 
satisfieth not. Hearken diligently to me, and eat ye 
that which is good, and let your soul delight itself ia 
fatness;*' and John writes, ** Labour not for the meat 
which perisheth, but for that meat which endureth unto 
everlasting life, which the Son of man shall give unto 
you; for Him hath the Father sealed.*' And what does 
the prophet call upon those whom he addresses to eat? 
**The everlasting covenant of the sure mercies of Davidj" 
in other words, salvation by Jesus Christ. He calls upon 
them, figuratively, to eat — that is, to accept and take in< 
to their hearts — the doctrine of the Messiah, that their 
spiritual life maybe nourished and strengthened therebj. 
No man — except he be under the influence of strong 
delusion— will attempt to deny so self-evident a fact 
You mutilate Isaiah, because Isaiah gives the true in- 
terpretation of those verses in which you find, as you 
fondly imagine, the first proof of your dogma! 

And you have a feeling. Sir, nor is it a very obseue t 
one, that you are not quite safe as to the proposition, | 
the truth of which you would fain establish; for, not ] 
content with endeavouring to keep out of view the le- 
gitimate scriptural interpretation of the term ''eat,*' J 
when employed figuratively, and of attaching to it i ] 
meaning which common sense defies you to maintain; 
you strain to exclude the least allusion to it, in its meta* 
phorical use, throughout the whole of the first portion of 
our Saviour's address to the Jews — ^and this you attempt ' 
in spite of the undeniable fact, that those very Jews, 
themselves, infer the term; receiving in a literal seftse, 
what the Saviour sets forth in a figurative one. Yon 
say ** Throughout the first part of this chapter, if you 
read it carefully over, you will not once fnd our Sa'ou 
our allude to the idea of eating. Me does not onci 
speak of eating the bread vaMcK came doxon from' 
Xeaveny Here, Sir, you €LTst«;ta\.^ ^ ^<5.\XOTk>wv\ \Xi«L 
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[e it with a fact, in the hope that -the latter will 
le you to palm off the former; and you hetray the 
agem hy subsequently remarking ** He is, you see, 

careful not to return again to the ideas of eating 
drinking*' — ideas to which you previously represent 

as never once alluding! — as carefully avoiding! 
let this pass. Tou say ** you will not once find pur 
}ur allude to the idea of eating.'* How then do you 
er the 34th verse — *< Then said they unto him, Lord 
more give us this bread/* Is it spiritual food that 
re contemplated? Is it doctrine? If it be doctrine^ 
Tews believe; but Christ tells them, in the very next 
} but one, that they *^ do not believe.*' It cannot 

be doctrine; and yet you say " Therefore, when 

ISaviour simply addresses the Jews, speaking to 
; of the food, of which they are to partake, I have 
ifficulty in supposing that he could he understood, 
II, as referring to faith in Him and His teaching.^^ 
lifficulty, Sir! Why the whole contest, as far as those 
iS which, as you admit, refer to faith, are concerned, 
ludes the possibility of deriving so preposterous an 
ence! Christ sets out with telling the Jews that 

follow Him, because of the loaves of which they 
partaken. When he says '* The bread of God is He 
;h Cometh down from heaven and giveth life unto 
world,*' it is the mere animal life which his words 
est to their carnal thoughts; it is the constant repeti- 

of the miracle, by which they had just been fed, 
they solicit; it is the loaves and fishes, and not his 
rine, which they are ready to receive; ** The meat 
;h endureth unto everlasting life*'-—" The true bread 
I heaven**—** The bread of God*' — ^«*The bread of 
' — the ** coming" and " believing," which insure the 
r cessation of " hunger and thirst*' — suggest, to their 
3 imaginations, no idea, more exalted, than that of 
intuil animal refection! Even the promise of '<rais« 
them up at the last day" conveys to them no single 
m of spiritual li^ht — of doctrine — of the AocUvw^ ^\ 
'gospel faith! The meal of loaves and fLa\iQ^ \& ^ 
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that they are solicitous abont! Our Savionr doe* allud 
though in a spiritual sense, to ''the idea of eating"- 
alhide to it again and again; otherwise, by what miracl 
is it that the Jews infer that idea, from the languag 
which he employs? Tou say '' in the 35<A ^erse, h 
actually molates the ordinary proprieties of languag 
to afioid this harsh and unnatural figure** This is th 
35th verse. " I am the bread of life. He that comet 
to me shall never hunger, and he that believeth on m 
shall never thirst." I can discover no violation of tb 
ordinary proprieties of language here! I recognise onl; 
one consistent proposition; namely, he who believes the 
lam the bread of life shall never hunger or thirsi 
Neither can I admit that though he had said " he wh 
eats me," the figure would have been harsh and un 
natural; when, in Isaiah, the same divine Being employ 
the same figure v^ith reference to doctrine, ''E^tin 
Christ" is quite as legiti-mate a figure as ''eating tb 
doctrine of the Messiah/' They are - identical. Wha 
you aim at, however, is sufficiently clear. You woul 
evade the figurative interpretation of the term, with rei 
erence to those verses, which afford » as you assert, th 
first proof of your dogma; for, had Christ introduced th 
same term in that part of his discourse which, as you an^ 
your church admit, relates solely to faith, the chance o 
imposing that dogma upon the credulity of mankind ha< 
been infinitely reduced. That chaiice is sufficiently ban 
as the matter stands; and that, according to your owi 
admission. The metaphor which, as you assert, want 
filling up, serves quite as well, as if it had been perfee 
It to avoid ''violating the ordinary proprieties of speediy 
Christ, after having declared himself to be " the brea 
of life," instead of saying, '* he who cometh to me, 
ought to have said he who eateth me, it necessaril; 
follows that the doctrine of the 36th verse is identica 
with that of the 57th — " As the living Father hath sen 
me, and I live by the Father; so he that eateth me, eve: 
he shall live by me!" Thus, Sir, by most gratuitousl 
and blindly labouring to prove t\vsi\. Wv^ ^t%\. ^«t\. ^\ «< 
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Sayionr's discourse relates to faith, you establish, incon- 
testibly, the fact, that precisely the same doctrine per- 
vades the whole of it! You make manifest, to the con* 
Viction of every one, who is left at liberty to use his 
reason, the absolute existence of that " strong delusion," 
against which the Spirit warns us, as the inevitable 
result of not receiving "the love of the truth!" so that 
the man who may have incurred the awful penalty is 
rendered incapable of handling the word of God, with- 
out misinterpreting and vitiating it. That "the phrases 
selected, were such as to indicate doctrine and belief 
is clear; but that " the Jews" received them as such is 
not only far from being equally so; but the direct reverse 
is manifest upon the face of the sacred record. 
'But, supposing that they had not understood them 

* to be so applied, our Saviour is most careful to explain 
'them in that sense. For the Jews made an objection, 
'and murmured at Him because He had said that He 
'was the bread which came down from heaven. Their 
'objection referred not so much to His calling Himself 
'bread, as to His saying, that He had come from heaven, 
'For their objection is: 'Is not this Jesus, the son of 
'Joseph, whose father and mother we know; how then, 
'sayeth he, I came down from heaven]* Now then, 
'see how our Saviour answers this objection. He 
'employs no less than seven or eight verses, in remov- 
'ing it. Observing some little difficulty about the 
'expressions which he has been using till now, and 
'having, in verse 35, employed the words, 'Coming 
'to Him,* as equivalent to ' believing in Him,* He from 

* that moment, until the 47th verse, never once returns 

* to the figure of bread or food, or any thing of that 
'sort, to inculcate the necessity or obligation of believ- 
'ing in Him, but speaks simply of faith in Him, or of 
'its equivalent, coming to Him. 'Murmur not among 
'yourselves. No man can come to me except the Father 
'who hath sent me draw him, and I will raise him up 
'at the ]ast day. Everyone that hath. Vveaid ol \Xvft 
'Iktber, and hath learned, cometh to me, not t\va\. wsi^ 
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' man hath seen the Father, but he "who is of Qod, he 

< hath seen the Father. Amen, amen, I say unto yon, 

* he that helieveth in me hath everlasting life.' He is, 
' you see, most careful not to return again to the ideas 

< of 'eating and driukiug.' This explains clearly that 
' His conversation, up to this moment, is of foith; and 
'seeing that the expressions were of themselres cal- 
' culated to convey that meaning, to those who heard 
' them, and finding that Jesus Himself so explained 
' them, we conclude that He must have been speaking of 

• faith.' 

What you state as a conjecture is manifestly the 
fact. The Jews do not understand our Saviour's words. 
It is not evident that He was most careful to explain 
those words. Had this been the case, He would have 
directly announcedf that, what He subsequently presents* 
in a literal form, was to be received, by the Jews, as- 
the true explanation of a previous figure. The doctrinoi 
which, at first, He dresses in tropical language, it 
pl^ises him now to clothe, for the most part, in terma 
of the plainest description; but he by no means pointsi 
out the fact, that in both instances the doctrine waa 
one and the same. The objection of the Jews did not 
refer at all to his calling himself '' the bread,*' etc.; but 
applied, exclusivelyyio His saying that He had come from 
heaven. Our Saviour, most assuredly did not observe 
what did not exist! — *' some little difficulty about the 
expressions which Me had been using till nowJ^* The 
Jews were not conscious of any such diflSculty. His 
calling Himself '* the bread of life," etc., was attributed 
by them to the fact of His having miraculously multiplied 
a few loaves and fishes, so as to render them a meal foi 
thousands. As the rest of this paragraph is only a waste- 
ful and bungling spinning out of your previous gratui- 
tous and useless argument, it were idleness to notice it 
so I proceed to your next. 
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THE CARDINAL MISREPRESENTS OUR SAVIOUB*S MOTITES. 

' Now, then, let us come to the seeond part of the 

* discourse. The first portion he closes thus:-—' Amen, 

' amen, I say unto you, he that helieveth in me hath 

^^yerkusting life.' We may consider this as a proper 

^epilogue or conclusion. But, from this moment, He 

* begins to use another form of phraseology, which He 

* had carefully avoided in the first part of His discourse, 

* 9nd it only remains to examine, whether it could con- 

* Toy the idea that He was still going on with the same 
^ topic, or must have led His hearers necessarily to he- 
^ lieve that He was speaking of the real eating of his 
^ flesh, and drinking of His blood. This enquiry must 
^ be conducted on precisely the same principles. Now, 
^ I unhesitatingly assert, that there are differences of 
^ language in the words that follow, such as must neces- 
* sarily have made the impression on His hearers, that 
** is, those who were the true interpreters of His words, 

^ that be no longer meant to teach the same, but quite 
-^another doctrine.' 

The quotation. Sir, with which you commence this 
paragraph, ** Amen, amen, I say unto you, he that be- 
lieyeth on me hath everlasting life,'' may not ** be con- 
^sidered €is a proper epilogue or conclusion/ * Previously 
to such alleged ^'epilogue or conclusion,'' Christ has 
represented Himself under the figure of ^^ the bread of 
life;" and subsequently to it He employs^the same identl-r 
eal figure. Is this the evidence of *' a proper epilogue 
or conclusion,^' or of the recurring to a former topic) of 
the latter, most assuredly, if language have any positive 
signification. Howsoever Christ may vary His descrip- 
tion of that bread, it is one and the same bread of which 
He speaks. Be it <" His flesh," be it << His flesh and 
blood," be it " Himself;" by "Himself,'' by " His flesh 
and blood,'' by it << His flesh," he indicates solely and 
exclusively, "the bread of life;" and belief m "BATas^^M^ 
in "Hisaeab and blood," in «« His flesh; ' aa'' \.\i?i Vt^^ 
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of life," is the doctrine, the necessity of receiving which 
He inculcates — the doctrine, Sir, to which the whole of 
the New Testament is subservient; the doctrine, to the 
establishing of which, every ordinary incident, erery 
miracle, every argument, recorded there, manifestly and 
avowedly tend — the doctrine to which you and your 
church would fain oppose an irrational, unscriptural, and 
monstrous exception — in favour of priestcraft— by the 
false reading of a few verses; which, as you interpret them, 
you would isolate — you would have us weigh against the 
whole context of hundreds of verses. The omnipotence, 
Sir, the omnipresence, the truth, the justice, that pervade 
the second dispensation, as well as the first, do not morel 
authoritatively assert its divine origin, than its perfect 
consistency and unity; and, that unity and that consis* 
tency, you would remorselessly destroy! 

In concluding the paragraph, you remark — ** Now 1 
unhesitatingly assert that there are differences of lang- 
uage in the words that follow ^ such as must necessarily 
have made the impression on His hearers, that is, those 
who were the true interpreters of His words, that He 
no longer meant to teach the same, hut quite another 
doctrine.'* Here I shall merely observe that, according 
to the testimony of Christ Himself, the hearers to whom 
you allude were noUhe true interpreters of His words. Of 
this I shall have occasion to speak more at length; so, 
for the present, we shall proceed to your next argument, 
upon which it is hardly necessary to comment, as it man!-* 
festly refutes itself. 

*• In the first place, youVill observe that our Saviour 
*had previously avoided with care, and even at some 

* sacrifice of the proprieties of speech, any expression, 
*sueli as * eating the bread of life,' much more 'eating 

* His own person.' He had even abandoned the metaphor 

* entirely, on seeing that some misunderstanding had 

* resulted from using these expressions; and yet now, all 

* on a sudden, He returns to them in a much stronger 
^manner; and He does it in such a way that His hearers 

'could not possibly have conceived iioia \\v«m xJ^a %vc&i^ 
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* meaning as before. He says — ' I am the living bread 

* which came down from heaven. If any man eat of 

* this, he shall live for ever; and the bread which I will 

* give, is my flesh, for the life of the world.' He goes on 
' afterwards to say, — * Amen, amen, I say to you, except 
' you eat the fiesh of the Son of man, and drink His 

* hlood, ye shall not have life in you. He that eateth 
' my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath everlasting life; 
^ and I will raise him up at the last day. For my flesh 
' is meat indeed, and my blood is drink indeed. He 
' that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, abideth in 

* me, and I in him. As the living Father hath sent me, 
' and I live by the Father, so he that eateth me, the same 
' also shall live by me.' Now, here are a series of ex- 
*■ pressions, which, on a simple perusal, appear a much 

* stronger and grosser violation of propriety of speech, if 
' our Saviour meant to be understood figuratively. But, 

* as I before intimated, if, up to this point. He had evi- 

* dently given upthe figure of eating and drinking, would 

* He have returned to it again, without any necessity] 

* And if, from seeing that misunderstanding had before 
'risen from it, H« had discontinued it, can we believe 

* that He would resume it, in a still more marked, and 
'strongly characterised form without some absolute 
' necessity? This necessity could only result from the in- 

* troduction of a new topic; as, otherwise, He might have 
'persevered in the literal exposition. Here, then, we 
' have one evidence of a transition in the discourse to a 

* new topic; but there are other marked differences.'* 

In the first place, Sir, the only avowed "misunder- 
standing," on the part of the Jews, whom our Saviour 
directly addressed, related exclusively, as I have just 
pointed out, to His alleging that He came down from 
heaven. They utter no syllable which justifies the in- 
ference that they are offended by the •* metaphors" which 
you represent Him as having abandoned. . Neither, ac- 
cording to the "common" reading of Rom^Ti Ooi.\.Via\\a 
commeDtators, does He wholly abandon t\iese mfe\."a.'^^'t^» 
fThejr, as^ou state, place the transition to a n^^ ^xj^y^^'sX.^ 
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at the 61st yerse. The 49th yerse reads — ** This is the? 
bread which cometh down from heayen, that a man may 
eat thereof and not die/* Is not this a positive recur- 
rence to the metaphor, upon the abandonment of which 
70U would place so much stress? Is not this that iden* 
tical metaphor, now given in full? Does Christ here 
yiolate, as you allege Him to have previously done, " the 
ordinary proprieties of speech?" You say — " I feel my- 
self strongly led to suppose that the transition takes 
place at the 48tli, instead of the 51st verse, where it is com- 
monly placed." You dissent from other Roman Catholic 
commentators! Why? Because you think it convenient, 
BB it may enable you to establish a proposition, which, 
according to their division of the text, it is impossible to 
maintain! Is not this your drift? — this, along with the 
advantage which, as I stated before, you flatter yoursdf 
may be gained by cutting off the 48th verse from those 
that precede it? Why do you expose your policy thus? 
Why do you enter the lists with your brother commen- 
tators? Had it not been far more prudent in you to have 
suffered the matter to stand as it did? By altering it you 
gain not a whit; but on the contrary, lose what amounts 
to something more! And now you proceed to prove that 
our Saviour introduces a new subject; and where do you 
fix the introduction of that subject? At the 51st verse! 
Why not at the 48th? Your sagacity finds out that it 
commences there, and why do you not place it there, 
and prove what you assert? — prove it from the language 
of that verse? Because the language of that verse defies 
you to do so! Because the language of that verse iden- 
tifies its doctrine with that of various preceding verses 
— proves the presence, from first to last, of one and the 
same subject! You would persuade us to believe that, 
because Christ now says — *• The bread which I will give 
is my flesh,** and enjoins the eating of His flesh, and the 
drinking of His blood, and the eating of Himself; there 
js a transition to a new subject! There is no new sub* 
Jectj Sir; but only a new and cVearei a^Wvu^ iotVa. qC the 
saae subject, by a manifest aWusVou to \\i^ ^txxo^&sXfircL <A 
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Christ! — to the c(msiimmating act of His mission — ^the 
breaking of His flesh and the pouring ont of His blood 
upon the cross — ^the crowning final sacrifice, by a living 
faith in which the penalty of man's transgression is re- 
mitted. It is this, and this exclusively, which constitutes 
Christ "the bread of life;" therefore, when He applies 
this phrase to Himself, in the 35th verse, He, of absolute 
necessity, as palpably contemplates the giving of His 
flesh " for the life of the world," as He positively declares 
that doctrine in the 51st; else, what can He possibly con- 
template? Tell me! Search the Bible, from Genesis to 
Revelation; search the multitudinous pages of the fathers, 
as you call them; rack your imagination; explore the 
labyrinth of sophistry; set priestcraft on the hunt till it 
is brought to its wit's end; and find, if you can, any other 
equivalent ground for our Lord's attributing to Himself 
the title of •* the bread of life." His having created the 
■world will not do; His having moved the tongues of the 
prophets will not do; His having taught the sublimest 
ethics that were ever proclaimed to mortal ear, will not 
do; His miracles will not do; His miraculous birth will 
not do; nothing will do hut His death — Hisfiesh broken, 
and His blood poured out upon the cross. To this all 
the rest subserve! Without this, all the rest were void. 
This — this alone, constitutes Him the bread of life — the 
bread, by being "drawn" to which, by "coming to" 
which, by "believing on** which, or by *' eating'* which 
— a phrase on which the three preceding ones are summed 
up— the sting of sin is plucked out, and the grave de- 
spoiled of its victory. Two subjects! You might as 
well affirm the existence of two Ghrists! Christ asserts 
that the work of salvation is perfected by faith. What 
is perfect defies enhancement. If we are saved through 
faith in the death of Christ, as an ample atonement 
for our sins, how comes it that we are lost, unless, in 
addition, we really eat His flesh and drink His blood? 
Here — though I anticipate — I beg you to remark that 
no such penalty is, anywhere a^tac^ed, in scrlptuxe^to 
t&e non-partaking of ^* the Lords Supper J* Wv^ aW^ft 
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of which rite is soleltf pointed out as a cause of coh- 
demnatiou. Scripture, Sir, meets, at every turn, those 
" who have not received the love of the truth, that they 
might be saved j" rebuking and utterly confounding them! 
**indly. In the former part of His discourse, our 

* Saviour always speaks of this bread as given by His 
< Father. He says, ' This is the bread which his Father 
'had sent from heaven and given to the Jews/ In the 
' second portion which I have just read. He no longer 
' speaks of His Father as giving this bread, but says that 
' He Himself gives it. The giver is different in the two 

* cases, and we are consequently authorised to suppose 

* that the gift likewise is different" 

Now, Sir, supposing the Father and the Son to be 
two different existences, may not two different persons 
unite in making the same gift? Does a plurality of 
donors necessarily imply a diversity of gifts? May not 
one and the same gift proceed from a hundred different 
donors? Is not the resurrection of Christ attributed 
successively to each of the three persons of the Trinity — 
John ii, 19. *' Destroy this tetnple, and in three days I 
will raise it up again." Acts ii, 24. " Whom God hath 
raised up.'* 1 Peter iii, 18. " Being put to death iu the 
flesh, but quickened by the Spirit." *' The giver is dif- 
ferent in the two cases!" What an assertion for a be- 
liever in the Athanasian creed! But you may say 
** God the Father and God the Son are different." And 
wherein, I pray you, consists the diversity? Is it not 
in the assuming of the flesh, as concerns the Son? If 
not, in what else? Is it then ihejlesh that is the giver, 
or is it God, in the flesh? God in the flesh; otherwise 
there is neither giver nor gift, and Christianity is a 
fiction! You amaze me! and yet, again, I wonder at my 
amazement. Believing wholly and implicitly in the 
word of God, what else can I expect than what I see2 
Supposing they existed, might not two different gifts 
have been established, without supposing two different 
donors? Is it from a lurking feeling of insecurity in 
attempting to prove the existence ol Vno ^\^?it^\i\. ^\iXii- 
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jeets, in the 6tli of John, that yon blindly and desperately 
snatch at an argument, so palpably idle as this? Why, 
Sir, a moment's reflection might have warned yon of 
that, which a man of the shallowest capacity — supposing 
him to be at liberty to use his reason healthfully — must 
apprehend at a single glance; namely, that one and the 
same donor might be the dispenser, not only of two, but 
of a multitude of different gifts. The efforts that yon 
make to sustain yourself, in supporting your argument 
remind me constantly of the predicament, in which a 
man proTerbially catches at straws! 

" drdly. Our Saviour, in the first part of the discourse, 
' speaks of the consequence of this partaking of the bread 

* of life, as consisting in our being brought or diawn 
'unto Him, or coming to Him. These expressions 

* throughout the New Testament, are applied to faith. 
' In a number of passages, where persons are said to be 

< brought to Christ, it is always meant that they are to 

< be brought to faith in Him. This is the term always 
' used in the first part of the discourse, and exactly cor- 
' responds to our interpretation of it concerning faith. 

* But in the second part, our Saviour never speaks of our 
' being brought to Him: but always of our abiding in 

* Him, or being incorporated with Him, which expres- 

* sions are always used to denote love and charity. This 

* phrase occurs in this sense, John xv, 4 — 9, 1 Jo. ii, 24; 

* iv, 16, 17. If, then, we find, in the first part of the 
' discourse, the efficacy attributed to that which Christ 

* inculcated, to bo precisely what is ever attributed to 

* faith, we see a strong confirmation, that the discourse 
' related to that virtue. But, similarly, when we find 
' the expression changed, and one used which no longer 
' apphes to it, but to a totally different virtue, that is, to 

* an union by love with Christ, we are equally authorised 
' in considering a different subject introduced, and some 
' institution alluded to, which is to unite us to Christ, 
'not merely through faith, hut still more through love." 

Here is another abortive attempt to pxove Vtife civ^V 
ence of two different subjects; and commencttv^ m^ ^ 
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proposition which betrays the most lamentable confusion 
of ideas! " Our Saviour,'* you say *' speaks of the con- 
sequence of partaking of this bread of life, as consist- 
ing in being brought or drawn to Him, or of coming to 
EimV^ How utterly bewildered you are in the maze 
through which you are endeavouring to make your 
way! Every step that you take, you go wrong! In the 
chapter before you, Christ says, '* No man can come to 
me, except the Father, which hath sent me, draw him.*' 
Thus, '* coming" to Christ is the consequence of being 
«' drawn** to Christ; and *' partaking" of Christ, as " the 
bread of life," is the consequence and not the cause^ of 
" coming" to Him! And why do you refer to John xv, 
4—9; to bis first epistle ii, 24. iv, 16. 17; without casting 
a glance at the context? Your flock indeed are taught 
to entertain no very overweaning reverence for the 
Scriptures; but readers, of another description, may think 
them worth examining, to judge how far you fairly in- 
terpret them. Here are the verses to which you allude; 
but in company with the context. John xv, 3 and 4 — 
**Now ye are clean through the word which I have 
spoken to you. Abide in me, and I in you." 9 and 10^ 
"As the Father hath loved me, so have I loved you: 
continue ye in my love. If ye keep my command- 
mentSf ye shall abide in my love; even as I have kepi 
my Father's commandments^ and abide in His love,^^ 
John, epistle 1, ii. 24, '^ Let that therefore abide in you, 
which ye have heard from the beginning. If that which 
ye have heard from the beginning shall remain in you, 
ye also shall continue in the Son, and in the Father." 
iv, 10, 17, " And we have known and believed the love 
that God hath to us. God is love; and he that dwelleth 
in love, dwelleth in God, and God in him." And here 
glance back to the 15th verse: ** Whosoever shall confess 
that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in him, and 
he in God." Thus, Sir, Christ declares that the abiding 
in His love consists in keeping His commandments; his 
Apostle repeats the same docttme*, aud, in the verse, 
I^i quoted, tells us, that abidVivwViv Qcc>^ <i,wvs\sX{3»\w <iWr 
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fening Christ. "What possible coDDection can you 
establish between the doctrine of these yerses, and that 
of those passages in the 6th of John, interpreted as you 
render them? Are not ''coming to," or ** being brought 
to," and *• abiding in,'* or "continuing in, ' connected 
actions? Are they not inseparable actions? Can the 
latter exist without the former? If you allow that the 
former refers to faith, how can you deny that the latter 
also refers* to faith ? If coming to Christ signifies having 
&ith in Him, what can abiding in Christ imply, but 
continuing to have faith in Him? Does not faith in 
Christ include the love of Christ? Separate them if you 
can \ Now to what does your appeal to those verses of 
John subserve, if not to the refuting of your dogma? 
The witnesses which you summon are, one and all, 
against you! And where, now, exists the likelihood that 
**a different subject is introduced, and some institution 
alluded to, which is to unite us to Christ, not merely 
through faith, hut^ still more, through love;'* when we 
bave the assurance of Paul that " faith worketh by love,*' 
that " the fruit of the spirit is faith, joy, and love;" and 
the command of the apostle to " put on the breastplate 
of faith and love;*' thus representing love as the opera- 
tion of faith; as constituting, with faith and joy, the 
joint fruit of the Spirit; as part and parcel of the armour 
which it behoves the Christian to put on. What affinity 
esn yon trace between such love and the real " eating 
of the flesh and diinking of the blood of Christ?** Paul 
sees no necessity for any such institution! Why do 
you? 



THB CTABDIKAL ALLEGES DISTIlfGTIONS WHICH HATE 
KOT THE SHADOW OF EXISTENCE. 

' These are striking distinctions between the first 
* part of our Lord's discourse and the second*. b\it tlvft 
'most important yet remains to be explained, aii^'^rCX 
f require one or two preJiminary remarks. Oxv^ oi \Xi^ 
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* most delicate points in the interpretation of Scriptiire^ 
'is the explanation of figures, tropes, and similes. It 
'is supposed by Protestants, that by eating the flesh 
' of Christ, and drinking His blood, nothing more wsi 
'meant than a figure or image of believing in Him. 
' If this be the case, I might observe, for instance, that 
'if to cat the bread of life simply meant to believe in 
' Christ, it follows that the verb to eat is equivalent to 
'the verb to believe. When, therefore, our Saviour 

* speaks of eating His flesh, if eating be equivalent to 
'believing, we must suppose that He meant believing 
'in His flesh — a doctrine quite difierent, and totally 
'distinct, from the other, and which no one has imagined 
*our Saviour to have here taught. For, if the Jews 

* offended, it was rather by too closely attending to 
' the exterior and material appearances of things, and 
'neglecting their spiritual value; nor can we suppose 
' that our blessed Saviour, standing visibly before them 
' iu the flesh, would take great pains to inculcate a 
' belief in the truth of His corporeal existence, snppos- 
'ing it even to have been then possibly an obj^ of 
' faith." 

Your ''striking distinctions," Sir, are no distinc- 
tions at all; according to the evidence of those very 
texts to which you appeal, in proof of their existence. 
To invest them with the smallest degree of palpability, 
is a feat which mocks, as I have shewn, the shrewdest 
subtlety of priestcraft. And why do you condescend 
to represent, as a subject of mere supposition on the 
part of your opponents, what you know to be regarded 
by them with implicit faith? Is it worthy of you! 
Is it a proceeding by which their sentiments are placed 
in an honest point of view? And why, by insinuating a 
doubt that the verb " to eat" is equivalent, according to 
Scripture usage, to the verb '* to believe,** why, I say, do 
you force me to return to the 55th of Isaiah? "Hearken 
diligently to me, and eat that which is good.** '* To 
eat, ** you Bay, " is here applied to \\s.temw^ to iustruo- 
tion. " You might as well eraBe tlx^ -nrox^, «& ^\.\a^ \^ 
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in interpretation 8o monstrously preposterous, that a 

Y schoolboy, unless he were a Roman Catholic, would 
m it at the first glance! The term represents belief, 
t represents nothing, and the prophet might as well 
e written, ^' Hearken diligently to me, and to that 
ich is good." You ought to have let Isaiah alone, and 
'e kept out of view, if possible, what you but damage 
ir cause by producing. But, anticipating the demoli- 
1 of your dogma, should Isaiah, by chance, be appealed 
you quote his words, in the hope of being able to 
ate them! It was a desperate hope; yet, most 
urally, caught at! And what do you mean, Sir, 
saying, that "believing in the flesh of Christ is a 

trine, quite distinct, and totally different, from that 
jelieving in Him," when the one proposition is purely 
►lanatory of the other? Christ is the Saviour. How? 
God, in the flesh, giving that flesh as an atonement 
sin. Your position is wholly untenable! And 

Y do you aggravate this sufficiently absurd pro- 
ling by adding — **Nor can we suppose that our 
?sed Saviour, standing visibly before the Jews, would 
e great pains to inculcate a belief in His corporeal 
sence." This is another, but more wretched, attempt 
jvade the fatal figurative interpretation of the word 
) eat.'* So, then, **to eat'* must be rendered literally; 
ause, if we take it in a figurative sense, it is im-* 
sible to arrive at any other conclusion, than that 

Lord employs it *Ho inculcate a belief in His cor- 
eal presence!^* A Jesuit might argue thus; but, 
3ly, Sir, you are no Jesuit? A Jesuit might 
stify a phrase, by making one-half of it literal, and 
other figurative! And your flock will swallow 
i? They are accustomed to strange feeding, and 

Y may do so; but, trust me, it will not go down 
ard without the fold. Belief in the flesh of Christ 

mean nothing else than " belief in HlS corporeal 
sence!" What, then, is meant by belief in Christ 
nself? Is it belief in His presence'^ la \\. u<ci\., 
er, belief in the doctrine that concerns HvxxA \i 
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it be belief in the doctrine that concerns Him — and 
it can be nothing else — must not belief in His flesh 
rehite to the doctrine that concerns His flesh? Sir, 
the explanation which you would fain represent as the 
only one that can be given, if the word " eat" be taken 
in a figurative sense, and that sense consist in the idea 
which we attach to the term '' belief,'* is the only one 
which it is impossible to give; where, " the love of the 
truth*' being received, the faculty of distinguishing truth 
from falsehood is not wholly withdrawn! 
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As the arguments to which you devote the next 
seven pages of your lecture, amount to nothing more 
than labour thrown away, on your part; to quote 
them, were sheerest idleness upon mine, as well as 
an insult to those who may chance to read this work. 
The main gist of those arguments goes to establish what 
no man or child, believer or infidel, who has read the 
sixth of John, ever doubted; namely, that the Jews 
whom our Saviour addresses there, believed him to be 
speaking literally. Tou effect nothing hereby except it 
be to extend your reputation for scholarship; in which 
case you indulge in an ill-timed, ill-judged, and most 
gratuitous display. Your skill in rhetoric, your inti- 
macy with scripture phraseology, your familiarity with 
the code of the Mahommedan law, your lucubrations 
with Mahommedan poets, your mastery in the Cyro- 
Ohaldaic, the Hebrew, and other Oriental languages, 
were more prudently and gracefully set forth upon ft 
subject that compelled you to proclaim them, whethar 
your modesty would allow you or noU Here there 
does not exist the shadow of a demand for the very 
least sacrifice of that delicacy which causes men of 
high attainments and sterling merit, to shrink from, 
rather than to court, the parading of their accomplisb- 
ments. It is true, perhaps, l\ia\. m\k \Xxi^ xeas& ^ 
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mankind, learning may pass for wisdom; and it is 
fu from unlikely that, where implicit reception of 
doetriue is demanded and conceded, such a result may 
1)6 reckoned upon, with tolerable certainty. I can 
diseem, therefore, a certain expediency in your preach- 
ing after this fashion; but, when you come forth from 
the sanctuary, as you nominate your house of shrines 
and images and trumpery; when you print what yon 
have preached; when you know that your work may 
fall into the hands of men, who, holding themselres 
accountable to God for the faculties which He has 
giyen them, employ, thetnselves, these faculties, instead 
of 'submitting them to be made the passive tools of 
other men; you ought to ponder; you ought to mind 
-what you are about; you ought to bethink you whether 
deletion and re-dressing may not be prudent, if not 
absolutely necessary; lest the reward of all your labours 
should prove to be the most incontinent admiration 
that a man so abounding in light, with a plain, well- 
beaten track .before him, and his eyes, as it were, all 
about him, should do nothing but wander to the right 
band or the left, as though he walked in perfect darkness! 
"What amounts to rather more than a hint from your 
friends, the Jews, might have saved you all this prodigal 
iraste of trouble — " How can this man give us his flesh 
to eat?** In vain, in the course of these arguments, you 
• endeavour to establish the position that the phrase *^ eat- 
ing a person's flesh" admits of only one figurative inter- 
pretation, namely, the doing of some grievous moral or 
physical injury either to one's self, or to another person. 
You say — *^Now the eating a person's fiesh^ besides its 
temible, eamal meaning, had an established, fixed, in- 
variahle, tropical signification, among those whom our 
Samour addressed, and therefore we cannot depart from 
ih€ Uteral meaning, or, if we do, it can only be to take, 
wWicut choice, that figurative one.*' Now is not this 
the sheerest sophislay, when you know that another 
figurative meaning may be, and is, attac\ie^ \o ^^X. 
identical phrase; and that, by theologians, q^oiXiQ ^ "gt^* 
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found as you are. It being established, as it un'- 
questionably is, notwithstanding your strenuous efforts 
to set the fact aside — it being established that the term 
<'eat'* is figuratively employed in Scripture to represent 
the phrase " to believe in," " to eat the flesh" may be 
justly rendered "to believe in the flesh," particularly 
whero that phrase is employed in a situation and under 
circumstances that have no parallel in the cases that ad- 
mit of its other figurative use, and manifestly indicate a 
totally different interpretation. 

Here you flatter yourself that you find another 
ground of proof in ** the expression now used by our 
Saviour of drinking His blood, as well as eating His 
flesh," and you remark ** No person, interested in Aa«- 
ing His doctrine received hy his auditors, can well he 
supposed to use an illustration of all others most odioui 
to them, one which appeared to command something 
against the most positive and sacred law of God.** And 
does the violation of this "most positive and sacred law 
of God** present no difficulty to you? Do you not perceive 
that by insisting upon the literal interpretation of our 
Saviour's words, you place Him in the predicament of 
recommending the violation of that law? Does He not 
violate it, if He enjoins the *' real drinking of His blood?* 
And, yet. He says, elsewhere, "Think not that I am 
come to destroy the law or the prophets*' and again; 
** Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in 
no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled." Will 
any Christian, think you, believe that, in the face of 
declarations, so positive and unqualified, Christ could 
have stipulated the "real drinking of His blood?" 
The Jews, Sir, upon whose testimony you rely, and who 
were quite as well aware, as you are, of God*s law against 
the drinking of blood; having heard from Christ that his 
mission was from God, would have perceived from the 
direct violation of God's law, which the literal interpre- 
tation of our Saviour's words enjoined, that he was speak** 
Jng £giirative]y; had not those Jews been of the identical 
description which is pointed ont\uMal\i\v^^\xDL«v!LVi^\!isssa. 
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if is not given ** to know the mysteries of the kingdom 
of Gkxi;*' and, though they had not understood the precise 
meaning, would have conjectured that some vital, un- 
revolting doctrine — not that of the Lord's Supper — ^was 
intended. You seem to be most happily, but most un- 
accountably, undisturbed by the least suspicion that the 
hearts of those Jews were "waxed hard,'* that their ears 
were ** dull of hearing," and that ** their eyes they had 
dosed." 



THE CARDINAL FEELING HIS WAY, WITHOUT ADVANCING 

AN INCH. 

** But, my brethren, hitherto we have been in a man- 

* ner feeling our way; making use of such criterious, and 
' such means of illustration, as we could collect from other 

* sources; but I now come to the best and surest canon 
' of interpretation. It is not often we have the advan- 

* tage of having it recorded, in so many words, what was 
' the meaning attached to the words spoken by those who 

* heard them. We are generally obliged to investigate a 

* text, as we have hitherto done, by bringing it into com- 
'parison with whatever passages resemble it in other 

* places, — it is seldom we have the hearers' own explan- 
' ation,— and still seldomer that we can arrive at the 

* teacher's declaration of what he meant. These form the 
' surest and most convincing sources of interpretation.* 

You have, indeed. Sir, been feeling your way, or 
rather groping it. Most certainly you have not been 
making it. After wading through twenty pages, what 
do I find you about? Rubbing your hands, and chuck- 
ling at the thought of having triumphantly established 
a proposition, which no man, womari, or child would 
have quarrelled with you for taking for granted. At 
sotting out, you say " It is seldom we have the hearers' 
own explanation^ and still seldomer that toe arrive at 
the teacher's declaration of what he meant.'' \^wW- 
tanateJjr for you, Sir, the speaker's dedaiaWoii QiI'^\«X 
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he meant is, indeed, present; though not where you 
would allege it to be, nor yet to tho purport which you 
would fain assign to it. The Saviour giyes no explanation 
of His words in support of the sense in which you and 
your church, along with the reprobate Jews whom He 
directly addresses, receive them. To those He is silent^ 
as regards their carnal interpretation, of His language > 
but, thanks be to God, He does explain Himself; and 
that, in terms, so intelligible and positive, as wholly to 
demolish your dogma. 

Tour next paragraph I omit for the identical reason 
which you yourself give, and which ought to have pre- 
vented you from wasting your ink, in constructing it; 
namely, that the proposition to the establishing of which 
it subserves is a thing *' agreed on all hands.** And 
what is that thing? The same thing still! — that the 
Jews ^'understood the words in their literal sense*' I 
cannot but admire your passion for ringing the changes, 
the more especially when you so industriously and 
mercilessly practise with one solitary bell — and that, a 
cracked one! 

THE cardinal's PRELIMINARY PROPOSITION EXAMINED. 

" We must not, however, be satisfied with this dis- 
' covery; for a great and important question here arises* 

* The Jews believed our Saviour's words in the literal 

* sense, even as we do; now the main point is, were they 

* right in doing so, or were they wrong] If they were 

* right in taking our Saviour's words literally, we also 
' are right, — if they were wrong in taking them literally^ 

* then we also are wrong. The entire question now 
'hinges on this point, — ^he ascertaining, if possible, 
'whether the Jews were right, or whether they were 
' vn'ong, in taking Christ's words in their literal sense. 

* A most accurate criterion by which to discover whether 

* the Jews and ourselves be right or wrong, easily pre- 
'sents itself, and the process of applying it is a very 

^simple one. Let us exam\ive> *\x^ ^•^^ ^^^ "^^j^fc^ ^ 
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^those passages in the New Testament, where our 
^&Tiour*s hearers wrongly understood His figurative 
^expressions in a literal sense, and, in consequence of 
Hhis erroneous interpretation, raised an objection to the 

* doctrine: and we shall see how our Lord acts on such 
< occasions. We will then examine another case; that is, 
'where His hearers take His words literally, and are right 

* in doing so; and on that literal interpretation rightly 
^ taken, ground objections to the doctrine; and then we 

* shall see how He acts in these cases. Thus we shall 

* draw from our Saviour's method of acting, two rules 

* for ascertaining whether the Jews wero right or wrong; 

* we shall see to which class our objection belongs — 
'And we cannot refuse to abide by such a judgment.'' 

I cannot but congratulate you, Sir, upon the credit 
which you give yourself for arriving at a discovery 
which was made upwards of eighteen hundred years 
ago, and with which the whole Christian world has 
been familiar ever since! But now you come, at last, 
to something tangible. You consent to abide implicitly 
by the issue of the question, whether the Jews were 
right or wrong in attaching to our Saviour's words, a 
Hteral interpretation. You say " If they were right in 
taking our Saviour^ s words literally, we also are 
right — if they were wrong in taking them literally, 
then we also are wrong,^' Wrong you most assuredly 
are. Sir — as well as all those who think as you do upon 
this subject— in appealing to an authority, upon the 
character of the source of which you bestow not a single 
glance! I must here refer to what I have hitherto ab- 
stained from touching upon-*- your preliminary argu- 
ment; which presents the most extraordinary series of 
propositions that was ever constructed by a man, 
accustomed to cpntroversial disquisition. The gist of 
those several propositions is sufhciently evident. It 
amounts to this — ^because the Jews interpreted, literally, 
the words which our Saviour addressed to them, our 
Saviour must have intended that those v^otd^ %\vwM \i<^ 
received in their literal sense. 
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Proposition 1. — " In fact, the object of all human' 
intercourse, pursuant to the established laws of social 
communication, is to transfuse into other minds the 
same feelings and ideas that exist in one; and language 
is nothing more than the process whereby we endeavour 
to establish this communication.*^ 

If this propofiitiou holds, all debate is at an end. It 
saves yon the pains of taking a single step further. It 
is nothing short of the sheerest madness to doubt for a 
moment that the *^ thoughts and feelings" of the Jews 
"were the "thoughts and feelings" of our Saviour — ^but 
permit me to ask you if you are positively sure that hu- 
man intercourse will bear you out, in fifty instances out 
of a hundred? — or that Scripture itself, does not preseot 
us with many instances wherein the words of the 
Creator, Himself, convey, to His creatures, a meaning 
totally different from that which exists in the eternal 
mind? 

Proposition 2. — '^ The mind of the speaker and that 
of the hearer if the process of communication be pro- 
perly performed, must thoroughly represent one an- 
other:' 

According to this proposition it is debateable whether 
the "thoughts and feelings" of the Jews were "the 
thoughts and feelings" of our Saviour! Now might 
you not have spared your first proposition ? Where 
was the use of laying down an absolute proposition, 
andy in the very next moment, superseding it by a con- 
tingent one ? And how do you illustrate the proposi- 
tion which you thus qualify? By the instance of a 
copper-plate, and the impression that is taken from it! 
Were not this comparison more in keeping with your 
first proposition. The plate and the copper-plate coin- 
cide, shadow for shadow, light for light, line for line — 
unless the ink be imperfectly distributed, or disturbance 
take place in the act of printing. Your illustration 
might have been in keeping with your first proposition, 
hut it is whoWj out of place as regards your second one 
— vnless, by ** the properly, periotme^ t^toc.^'s^ q»1 ^OtTsx-- 
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tnunication/' you mean to indicate the act of speaking 
intelligibly and audibly — using appropriate language, and 
•employing distinct articulation; but these you do not 
mean. 

Proposition 3. — ** The true rule of interpretation 
is to know what must have been the only meaning which 
the actual hearers, who were alive and present at the 
time the words were addressed to them^ could have put 
on any expression,** 

Ay ! ascertain that, and debate is at an end ; but 
"why do you indirectly start a question, a parallel for 
which I defy the annals of human discussion to produce; 
namely whether it is not possible that the actual hearers 
of a discourse might have been dead and absent at the 
time! You had saved three words at least by writing 
*' the actual hearers, who were the actual hearers." 

Proposition 4. — *< If we find <Aa«*'— the only mean- 
ing which the actual hearers could have put upon any 
expression — •* to he a certain definite signifi/cation^ and 
the only one which could have been given, it is clear 
that it must be the true one,^* 

Nothing can be clearer. If there be but one road 
from one place to another, that road must be the true 
one. It is clear— except to a Jesuit — that white is 
white, and that black is black; and it is equally clear 
that the only meaning which can be put upon any ex- 
pression, is the only signification which can be given to 
that expression. 

Proposition 5. — *'If we ascertain that ike Jews mv^t 
have attached a certain meaning to our Saviour*s 
words, and could have conceived no other. He must 
have used them in that sense, if he wished to he under- 
stoodJ^ 

This is a modification of the preceding proposition. 
The proof which before rested wholly with the Jews is 
now made contingent upon Him who addressed them! 
The sense in which the Jews receive our Saviour's words 
is correct, because if He wished to \)e \xTideiT%\.QQ^^ ^^ 
laost hare used tbeai in that sensel It -wo^A-^VkSJ^^^i^^V- 
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kind had you informed your readers in what other sense 
those words could possibly have been used, if there existed 
no other sense in which they could be received. 

Proposition 6. — *'No wise and good teacher will run 
counter to the habits and ordinary feelings of those 
whom he addresses.*^ 

Look at this proposition, Sir I Ponder it, if yon 
can ! Vindicate, if you dare, its scandalously audacious 
bearing ! By that bearing you stake the Saviour's char^ 
acter upon the truth of your dogma! What you state 
amounts, in plain language, to this. *^ If our Saviour 
did not design His words to be taken in their literal 
sense He was not a wise and good teacher!!.^' Evade 
this charge if you can. No shift. Sir, that the grovelling 
cunning of sophistry can suggest will screen you from 
the revolting imputation of taking such a liberty with 
the Redeemer, as a very deist could hardly be guilty of ! 
Jf you and your church are in the wrong, Christ was d 
had and unwise teacher; therefore your dogma must he 
granted to he true, or the character of the Son of God 
must be held to have been compromised! — For shame! 
And this monstrous proposition you deliberately set 
down, with the New Testament at your fingers' ends^ 
and yet, of as little avail to you as if you had never 
opened it at any other page than that where, as yon 
fondly imagine, you find the first proof of your dogma! 
The point which your last two propositions would go 
to establish is settled by the answer to a very simple 
question. "Did our Saviour ever address His hearers 
in language whicli He meant to be unintelligible to 
them?" Matthew answers "yes," xiii. 10. "And the 
disciples came and said unto Him * why speakest thou 
unto them in parables?' He answered and said unto 
them, * because it is given unto you to know the mys- 
teries of the kingdom of heaven; but unto them it is 
not given," etc. **And in them is fulfilled the prophecy 
of Esaias^ which saith, * By hearing, ye shall hear, and 
not understand, and seeing, ^e s\ia\\ se^, «iw^ %\\ssk\\ Tiei 
perceive; for this people a "heaxt \s ^a^^iV ^ot&i^ «ss^ 
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their ears are dull of hearing, and their eyes have they 
closed ; lest, at any time, they should see with their 
eyes and hear with their ears, and should understand 
with their heart, and should be converted, and I should 
heal them.'* Now, Sir, if it pleased our Saviour to ad- 
dress the Jews in parables, because it was not given 
Tinto them **to know the mysteries of the kingdom of 
heaven,*' in what respect, I pray you, is it improbable 
that He should " run counter to their habits and ordi- 
nary feelings;*^ especially when, in both instances, the 
hearers stood in precisely the same position? Whether 
He clothed his doctrines " in imagery which must dis- 
gustj* or in a form of speech which could not be easily 
understood, was perfectly immaterial; when in either 
case the end which the prophet contemplates, and the 
Saviour recognises, was to be obtained — " by hearing ye 
shall hear, and not understand, and seeing, ye shall see 
and shall not perceive.'* And now, you say, " these are 
the principal considerations which I have deemed it 
necessary io present to youj before entering on the ex- 
amination of what we consider the first proof of tJie 
Catholic doctrine of the Eucharist, as contained in the 
6th Chapter of the Gospel of St. John." 

"Were a culprit. Sir, upon his trial, awaro of certain 
evidence that would, most likely, condemn him ; and 
should that evidence be unexpectedly produced, with 
the clearest proof that he had endeavoured to smother 
it, how much do you calculate would his chance of an 
acquittal be worth? The evidence itself condemns him; 
yet is it possible that he might shake it; but strain as 
he may, such an issue is utterly hopeless, when the 
fact of his dread of it is made as manifest as the day. 
Why do you abstain from the least allusion to the 
character of the Jews'? Why, except because their charac- 
ter throws upon the question a light that is fatal to you 
and your dogma! I tell you. Sir, plainly and uncom- 
promisingly, that you must be aware of this — that your 
mind is quite as much awake, as mVne is, \.o ^^ ^^'^'^ 
thai you dare not bring the character oilAie^^^^vsv'Vi 
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eourt. Tbe eyidence, according to your own mode of 
proceeding, turns upon character; you appeal to the 
character of Christ; you say — "No wise and good tecfcher 
tpill run counter to the habits and ordinary feelingt of 
those whom he addresses ;^^ yet it is not by the eyidence 
of Christ that you consent to abide, but by that of the 
Jews I Is it not, think you, something, eyen more iD 
point, to ascertain their character 7 What if they be 
unbelievers? What if they be reprobates ? offcasts from 
God? You know that they are soF You know that 
Christ tells you that they are so I You know that 
they are identical, in point of character, with the yery 
Jews whom, in Matthew, our Saviour addresses in 
parables, " because it is not given to them to know the 
mysteries of the kingdom of heaven." All this yon . 
know, but would conceal if you could! You east no 
glance at My lest your hearers or readers should follow 
your eyes; and find here, even here, the point blank 
refutation of every argument which you employ, in 
order to establish the position that the first proof ef 
your dogma is to be found in the 6th of John I Yon 
must look for it elsewhere! Where? In tradition! In 
the Roman Catholic Bible! In the word of mant 
There is not so much as a glimpse of it to be eaiigkt 
throughout the whole Word of God! 

But, considering that appalling obscuration, or diGh 
tortion of mental vision, which results from not hay- 
ing received '* the love of the truth;'* it strikes me 
that, perhaps you are not aware of the main argument 
to which the 6th of John subserves. Let me endeavour, 
if God will permit me, to set that argument fairly be- 
fore you. This, then, is the argument — the main 
argument of that chapter: — The impossibility of coming 
to the Son, except the Father draw us. That this 
truth is illustrated in the case of the Jews, whom our 
Saviour directly addresses, is clearly established by the 
very highest testimony — His own. He speaks for 
Hjmself — **I say unto you, ye seek me, not because 
j^e saw the miracles, but because ye dVOi e^\. <A ^^Vkw^ 
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«nd were filled." It had not pleased the Father to 
draw these Jews to Christ. They had seen His miracles 
which He did on them that were diseased; they had 
been fed by the miracle of the loaves and fishes; yet, 
still, they did not believe on Him. They wondered at 
His superhuman power with regard to others; they 
wondered at His superhuman power with regard 
to themselves; but nothing more. The proofs of that 
power bred astonishment; but not faith — except the 
belief that He could heal diseases with a word or a 
touch; and provide, out of a few loaves and fishes, what 
more than sufficed as an ample meal for thousands. 
When they exclaim to Him — ** Lord, evermore give 
us this bread," what is it that they are willing to ac- 
cept? Assuredly not Him, as the Messias, but bread, 
similar to that with which they had just been fed; and 
to His power of providing which they attribute the 
fact of His calling Himself *' the living bread which 
eame down from Heaven." Do they, yet, believe? No; 
Christ charges them, again, with want of faith — ** But 
I said unto you that ye have seen me, and believe not." 
How had they seen Him? In miracles that attested 
the presence of the Godhead — and still they did not 
believe! Christ now directly, and in the plainest 
terms, asserts that He is ** the bread of life;" asserts 
His descent from heaven; asserts that He is the Son; 
and claims the power of raising the dead, and bestow- 
ing everlasting life. Do the Jews believe now? No. 
Oonsequently they did not believe before. They dispute 
the truth of His having come down from heaven. They 
ask among themselves — ^* Is not this Jesus, the Son of 
Joseph, whose father and mother we know? How is 
it, then, that He saith — * I came down from heaven?* " 
And what does Christ say here — " Murmur not among 
yourselves." — ^Why not? Because it is in consequence 
of their own desperate wickedness — the wilful closing 
of their eyes, shutting of their ears, and haidenvft^ ol 
their hearts — that what He says, instead oi fiV\m^^««^ 
wjtb faith and gladness, offends tbem — ^^ ^o tq»sx ^skcl 
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come unto me, except the Father which hath sent me 
draw him.*' The text and context establish the pro- 
position that the Jews whom Christ addresses were 
reprobates — were sinners, whom it did not please the 
Father to draw to Christ. The figure, Sir, which 
Christ, as you state, ** violating the ordinary proprieties 
of speech," gave, before, only in part, He now gives 
in full; though, whether given in full or in part, 
the figure is the same — and, observe, He introduces 
it before the verse at which most Roman Catholics 
place the alleged transition to a new subject — " I am 
the bread of life," etc. ** This is the bread which came 
down from heaven, that a man may eat thereof and not 
die." Most Roman Catholic commentators, I repeat, 
according to your own express declaration, affix the 
change of subject to the following verse. And now 
come we to that verse — " I am the living bread which 
came down from heaven." The same bread that we 
find in the 48th and 50th, as well as in various verses 
that precede them. " If any man eat of this bread, he 
shall live for ever.'* Precisely the doctrine of the pre- 
ceding verse, which, as you say, most Roman Catholic 
commentators assign to faith. " And the bread that I 
will give is my flesh, which I will give for the life of 
the world.'* The bread. Sir, has been, all along. His 
flesh, as well as here. Without the flesh of Christ, bro- 
ken on the cross, there is no salvation! The whole 
world remains dead in trespasses and sins! There is no 
atonement! There is no resurrection! There is no 
eternal life! None! though Christ had walked the 
earth in the flesh till doomsday! The Word of God 
cannot be broken; and by that word Christ was declared 
a victim— appointed to be '*led like a lamb to the 
slaughter." By the cross our ransom was achieved, 
and by the last sigh of human life that Christ breathed 
there, eternal life was assured to all that previously 
slept in faith, or should fall asleep in faith thereafter. 

Did the Jews whom our Saviour addies*^^^ %q» this? No. 

To them the promise at the iaW oi la'a.u ^^ ^N\n^\ "^ 
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offering of Abel "wns dumb; ' the institution of the pass- 
over was dumb; the daily sacrifice was dumb; the pro- 
phets were dumb; Christ himself, the living God in 
human flesh, was dumb. Hearing they heard, but 
could not understand! Seeing they saw, but could not 
perceive. The miracles that vouched the visible presence 
of the Godhead, and the voice of the Godhead proclaim- 
ing that presence, conveyed, to their carnal hearts and 
thoughts, no touch of spirituality. They exclaim-^ 
•*How can this man give us his flesh to eat!" Their 
unbelief continues! Continues, though Christ now 
addresses them in language which, to any description of 
men, except such as were smitten with spiritual blind- 
ness and deafness, must have conveyed the impression 
that He was speaking figuratively — that He was cloth- 
ing, in tropical speech, the all-pervading doctrine of the 
"Word of God — the Atonement. After saying — "The 
bread which I will give is my flesh, which I will give 
for the life of the world,'* He jiroceeds to enjoin the 
eating of His flesh, the drinkiug of His blood, the eating 
of Himself — acts, as abhorrent to human nature as they 
are repugnant to the law of God — acts which, to the 
mind of faith, could possibly convey no other conviction 
than that they were assumed as types of an act which 
was consistent with the law of God, and grateful to 
human nature — acts, rankly carnal, and which, conse- 
quently, could be received by the carnal mind alone, as 
the seal of a dispensation which was wholly spiritual — 
acts, signifying the placing of Christ directly at the accep- 
tance of all whom the Father should draw to Him; and 
not, mediately, through the interference of a particular 
and limited class of their fellow men, arrogating to 
themselves, exclusively, and in an unchristian sense, a 
title which, in its true Christian sense, the whole body 
of the faithful QBJi G\si\m'y and pretending toco-operate 
with God in performing a miracle, which God Himself 
never performed — that of embodying, f^r successive cen- 
tories, myriads of Christa, in a morsel of meaX an^ ^xo^ 
of vine! The Jews, Sir, by whose int©xpTet».\\ou qI Qivx\ 
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Saviour's words you consent to abide, were repro- 
bates — men who liad closed their eai*s and shut their 
eyes, and hardened their hearts — men who could not 
come to Christ, hecause it had not pleased the Father to 
draw them to Him, or to give tliem to Him, The main 
argument of the 6th of John is an exhibition of the ap- 
palling desperate state of men, so situated. They see 
the miracles which Christ performs upon others; they 
experience, in their own instances, the operation of that 
superhuman power with which He is invested; they 
have the doctrine of salvation by the atonement set 
before them, literally, as well as figuratively; the pardon 
of their sins, the resurrection, eternal life, are profiered 
to them — yet are they cognisant of nothing — except the 
meal of loaves and fishes, for a repetition of which they 
are ready — and a revolting carnal meal, proposed as the 
type of a spiritual one; and from which they recoil, in 
woful abandoned ignorance of what it refers to; though 
its interpretation is clearly and reiteratedly set down in 
oracles with which, by their own confession, they were 
familiar; and, in the custody of which, they themselves 
participated, by the express election of God! 

And now Sir, I proceed to examine your *' most aceU' 
rate criterion, hy which to discover, whether the Jews 
and ourselves he right or wrong^* a criterion, which, as 
you say, "50 easily presents itself;** and ^'the process 
of applying* * which you represent as being " a very 
simple one." Your "accurate criterion," Sir, is an ignis 
/atteuf, generated in the swamp of infidelity; for nothing 
short of infidelity comes the act of denying the all-suffi- 
ciency of God's Word! — Your "accurate criterion," Sir, 
is even that will-o'-the-wisp, which, scholar as you are, 
and theologian as you are, and high dignitary of your 
church as you are, you implicitly follow from quagmire 
to quagmire; so infatuated with the beguiling light that 
you fancy you are walking all the while on solid ground! 
Is it possible to arouse you to a consciousness of your 
self-dolusionl Is it possible to coTvVvv\te ^qvsl \.Vvait while 
you fancy yourself to be tieadVa^ «ia fiTrc\^ ^'a. M i^^s 
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» walking upon flint, you are only sinking deeper 
deeper at every step you take? Let me try. Thus 
announce your most accurate criterion. '^ Let us 
ainey in the first place, all those passages where out 
iour^s hearers wrongly understood His figurative 
'essions, in a literal sense, and raised an objection 
e doctrine; and we shall see how our Lord acts on 
, occasions. We will then examine another ease; 

is, where His hearers take His words literally; 

are right in doing so; and, on that literal inter^ 
ation, rightly taken, ground objections to tJie 
vine; and then we shall see how He acts in these 
s. Thus we shall draw from our Saviour's method 
icting two rules for ascertaining whether the Jews 
e right or wrong,** Why, Sir, do you keep wholly 
of sight a condition, of the vital importance of which, 
cian as you profess to be, you must be thoroughly 
re? The hearers, in both oases, must he of the 
e description. They must be unbelievers. They 
it be men to whom it was " not given to know the 
teries of the kingdom of heaven.^ ^ Tliey must be 
s perfectly identical in point of character with 
e whom Christ addresses in the sixth of John; 
jrwise your most accurate criterion, thrown into 
r scale, avails you not the weight of a straw; but, 
ig transferred to that of your adversaries, to which it 
perly belongs, heaves you up, till you kick the beam! 

Saviour makes a distinction, according to His know- 
je whether those to whom He speaks are " given to 
r* or are not given to Him. This, Sir, you know as 
I as I do; and, it was incumbent upon you, out of 
imon respect for fair discussion, to pay attention to 
which, had you done, instead of boastfully displaying 
r **most accurate criterion," you had no sooner 
ight of producing it, than you would have determined 
a strangling it in the birth. Now, Sir, for your first 
I of instances. 
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THE CARDINAL MISTAKES CONTRARIETY FOR ANALOOY, 
BUT AT LAST FINDS THE FORMER, TO HIS COST. 

' 1. In the first place, therefore, we have eight or nine 

* passages in the I^ew Testament, where our Lord meant 

* to be taken figuratively, and the Jews wrongly took His 

* words in their crude literal sense, and objected to the 

* doctrine. We find in every instance, without exception, 
Vthat He corrects them. He explains that he does not 

< mean to be taken literally, but in the figurative sense. 

* The first is a well-known passage in His interview with 
*Nicodemus (John iii). Our Saviour said to him: 

* 'Amen, amen, I say unto thee, unless a man be bom 
' again, he cannot see the kingdom of God.' Nicodemua 

* takes this, as the Jews do in our ease, literally, and 

* objects; *How can a man be born again when he isoldl' 

< He takes the words literally, so as really to mean a 

* repetition of natural birth, and objects to the doctrine . 
'as impracticable and absurd. Our Redeemer replies; 
' ' Amen, amen, I say to thee, unless a man be bom 

* again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter 
' into the kingdom of heaven/ This is manifestly an 

< explanation of the doctrine, teaching him that a person 
' must be born again spiritually, through the agency of 

* water. He does not allow Nicodemus to remain in his 

< mistake, which arose from a misinterpretation of the 
'figurative expression.* 

^icodemus, Sir, is not of the least use to you. He 
came to Jesus believing much, and wishing to know 
more. He did not belong to the class, which our 
Saviour addresses in the 6th of John. Your dogma re-- 
ceives no countenance whatsoever from Nicodemus — 
A word in passing — Why do you falsely interpret our 
Saviour's language] You must invent a new, and un- 
dreamed-of system of logic before you can hope to 
convince any rational man, that, to "be born again of > 
water and the Holy Ghost," sigul^es to ** be born again^ 
spiritually i through the ajfenci| oi ^^\.«t '^ J 
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" In the 16th chapter of St. Matthew, 5th verse, * Jesus 
^ said to His disciples; take heed aud beware of the leaven 

< of the Pharisees and Sadducces/ The disciples nnder- 
' stood Him literally, as speaking of the bread used by 
' the Pharisees and Sadducees, and thought among them- 

* selves, saying, * because we have taken no bread.* He 
^lets them know that He was speaking figuratively; 

* Why do you not understand that it was not concerning 

* bread I said to you, beware of the leaven of the Phari- 
'sees and Sadducees?' See how careful he is to correct 
'them, although no great harm could come from this 

< mbtaken interpretation." 

The disciples. Sir, are of just as little use to you as 
Kicodemus. They were men to whom it was ** given 
to know the mysteries o( the kingdom of heaven," and 
our Saviour treats them accordingly. Their character 
is not, at all, akin to that of the Jews in the 6th of 
John, and you only prejudice your cause by appealing to 
tliem. 

^Bni mark a very special circumstance with regard 
'to this passage. Our Saviour saw that His disciples 
'had misunderstood Him, and accordingly, in tho 12th 
'chapter of St. Luke, which Doctor Townsend and 
'others admit to contain a much later discourse than the 
'previous one, when He wished to make use of the same 
'image to the crowds assembled, remembering how He 
'had been on a former occasion misunderstood by His 
'apostles. He was careful to add the explanation. 
"Beware,* He says, *of the leaven of the Pharisees, 
'which is hypocrisy;* thus guarding against the recur- 
'renoe of that misunderstanding which had previously 
'taken place.' 

Do yon weigh what you write? Either you do not 
understand one of the plainest texts in Scripture, or 
you wilfully misrepresent it! If the latter be the case, 
you manifestly betray your consciousness of the incon- 
venience under which you labour from the dire<it 
opposition that exists between the chara^^tet ol \Xv^ 
jirties^ to our Saviour'a manner of treating ^Yloxcl ^Q>3^ 
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appeal; and that of your especial witnesses, the repro- 
bate Jews in the 6th of John. This obstacle to success^ 
you would gladly get rid of, if you could; and here, 
flattering yourself that you can confound the disciples 
with the crowds of unbelievers who are present along 
with tliem, you make the attempt. Accordingly you 
come plump to the point; and tell us, that our Saviour*s 
words — " Beware of the leaven of the Pharisees which 
is hypocrisy" are addressed " to the assembled crowds^ 
You say **io^en He wished to make use of the same 
image to the crowds assembled — remembering how He 
had beeUf on a former occasiouy misunderstood hy His 
apostles — He was careful to add the explanation, 
* Beware/ He says, *of the leaven of the Pharisees, which 
is hypocrisy;' thus guarding against the recurrence of 
that misunderstanding which had previously taken 
place" Thus you wrote, with the text before you; but 
either not understood by you — though the pupit of " the 
ragged school*' would read it aright — or wilfully misre^ 
presented by youl Thus, 1 say, you wrote, with the 
whole of the text before you; while yoii take good care 
to set down no more than a single clause! Did you feel 
that, had you quoted the whole, some reader might pro- 
bably start, at finding it in company with your interpre- 
tation? — might question if you wore sane, in identifying 
it with a thing, between which and it there existed so 
monstrous a discrepancy? Do I overstate .the caset 
Do I misrepresent, or exaggerate? Not a jot, as the 
ungarbled text itself will testify— Luke xii, 1. "In 
the meantime, when there were gathered together an 
immense multitude of people, insomuch that they trode 
one upon another, He began to say unto His disciples, 
first of all, * Beware ye of the leaven of the Pharisees, 
which is hypocrisy.'' By what process, Sir, of logical 
deduction do you arrive at the conclusion, that, what 
Christ ** began to say to His disciples, first of all,*' was 
addressed to *' the crowds assembled?" These had in- 
deed a share in the admomt\oi\*, lYvow^ tvcv\. ^\iR.\3L ;s. «hare 
^ you represent, but a veiy \me\iNXti^A^ oiv^. "tNsfc 
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admonition was suggested hj their presence. The 

-warning, instead of being given to them, was directed 

against them, by the evidence of Christ Himself, who 

charges them promiscuously, in the 56th verse of the 

same chapter, with the vice, which, in the first verse, he 

attributes to the Pharisees. ** Ye hypocrites I Ye can 

discern the face of the sky and of the earth ; but how is 

is it that ye do not discern this time ?" Thus, Sir, 

when you would fain appeal to the Jews, Luke interposes 

the apostles between you and them ; and the apostles, as 

I told you before, so far from being of the slightest use 

to you, serve only to damage your cause. 

'* In John iv 32, Jesus said to his disciples, ' I have, 

* food to eat which you know not of ;* and they asked, 

* • hath any man brought Him any thing to eat Y Jesus 

* said ; * My food is to do the will of him that sent me.* 

* Here again He corrects their mistake, and shews that 
*He is speaking figuratively. In the 11th chapter of St. 
'John, 11th verse, Jesus said to His disciples; 'Lazarus, 
'our friend, sleepeth.' They here again mistake His 
'meaning ; 'Lord, if he sleepeth he will do well :' they 
'understood that refreshing sleep would be the means of 

* his recovery ; * but Jesus spoke of death, but they 
'thought that He spoke of the repose of sleep. Then, 
'therefore, Jesus said to them plainly : Lazarus is dead.' 
'Ko harm could have ensued from their continuing in 
'their original belief, that Lazarus was likely to recover, 
'as our Saviour intended to raise him from the dead ; 
'but He would not allow them to take His figurative 
'words literally, and therefore He plainly said, ' Lazarus 
'is dead,' shewing that He meant the espression figur- 
'atively, and not literally. Another instance ; when the 

f I ' disciples took literally His expression in the 19th chapter 
^1 'of Matthew, 'that it is easier for a camel to pass through 
'^1 'the eye of a needle, than for a rich man to enter the 
*'| 'kingdom of God, He, as usual, corrects them by adding, 
*| *' that it was a thing impossible to man but not to God: 
^ I * They had taken His words literally, and coix^ec^ewW^ 
^/ *amlentood them of an absolute practical iiiipo%s\\y^\Vj 
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' but He did not mean the figure expressive of impossi- 

* bility to be pushed so far ; and accordingly He rejoins, 

* that only humanly speaking such salvation was impos- 
' sible, but that with Qod all things are possible." 

As in these three instances, the disciples, by your own 
admission, are exclusively concerned ; and as I have 
clearly proved, already, that by appeiding to such evi- 
dence, you only betray the weakness of your cause, and 
disserve, instead of aiding, the object which you have in 
view ; I pass to your next brief paragraph. 

*< In the 8th chapter Jesus says : ' Whither I go yon 

< cannot come ;' — and they said, < Will He kill Himself?' 
' But He replied ; ' You are from below, I am from above 

* — you are of this world, I am not of this world.' Tbtft 
' is to say, ' I go to the world to which I belong, and yon 
' cannot come to it, as you do not belong to it.' In all 

< these cases our blessed Saviour explains His expressions.'' 

Did you forget, when you constructed this paragraph, 
what you yourself had set down in' the very preceding 
page but one 1 Does even your memory also labour 
under the spell ? You propose to examine *^ all tko^ 
pcussages in the New Testament where our Satiomh 
hearers wrongly understand His figurative expressions!* 
Is the sentence '' Whither I go you cannot come'* ah 
example in point ? Does it constitute an instanee df 
"•* figurative expressions^ f On the contrary, can any 
language be more literal ! The quotation has nothing tO 
say to the argument And, yet, literal as it is, you seedi 
to be incapable of interpreting it, accurately ! What h 
the comment of the Jews when our Saviour says 
« Whither I go ye cannot come ? " Is it not this—" WiA. 
He kill himself % " Eeflect, Sir ! By the express ^ 
claration of the preceding context, these Jews were 
Pharisees. As Pharisees, they believed in the resumed' 
tion, counted upon heaven, and, by their question, sug- 
gested the gross insinuation that Christ contemplated thfe 
opposite destiny for himself, as the reward of self'mw^ 
der. The reply of Christ is a retort^ and not an *' ea^ 
planation'^ It affirms distmcUy \\i*akX \Vi^^)>lk<«ssii^«^ 
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4ie1oDg to the place which theywould fain assign to him; 
and the denunciation is repeated, at fall, in the 44th 
Tense, ** Ye are of your father, the Devil, and the lusts of 
your Ikther, ye will da" Yon are a logician, and you 
quote the sentence '< whither I go ye cannot come," as 
an example of figurative expression ; and you are a 
theologian ; and interpret, as a simple explanation, the 
SBTerest rebuke, that ever fell from the lips of Christ ! 

These are the whole of your instances, as respects 
taking *^ wrongly " the figurative expressions of Christ ; 
and one of them is a case of purely literal expression ! 
These are the whole of your instances ; they amount to 
seven ; and six out of the seven, liave nothing to say to 
the question ! Six out of the seven defy any attempt to 
Qstablish an analogy between them, and the case of the 
Jews in the sixth of John ; and five out of the six, con- 
eeni the disciples, who throughout the whole of the New 
Testament are never alluded to as *' the Jews," and yet 
you class them under that common designation; saying, 
at setting out, *^ We haw eight or nine passages in the 
New Testament, where our Lord meant to be taken 
fyuratitely^ and the Jews took His words in their 
^rudSf literal sense, and objected to His doctrine'' 
What may be your drift in writing thus, I will not pre- 
tend to assert ; but the tendency is obvious. Contrast is 
kept out of sight, where analogy is the object that you 
wish to establish ; and, though you subsequently give 
4ii08e '^Jews*' their proper titles; yet, as first impres- 
sions are generally the strongest, the false colouring may 
eoDtinne to produce its effect ! The mass of mankind, 
M you well know, do not take the pains of curiously 
analysing what they read ; while those, to whom your 
lectures are more immediately, addressed, will hardly 
dare to question the authority, the regarding of which, 
Si in&Uible, is as essential, they believe, to their salva- 
tion, as their faith in the Redeemer ! And, after this 
abortiye, and preposterously absurd, attempt, to liken to 
one another, thin^ that are totally dis&\m\\ai \ ^\\^\* ^ 
pnvaf do jrptt give of the spiritual bliudneaa \.\x&\. q»»»h% 
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you to fancy yourself walking in noon day, when ihi 
pitch of midnight is around 'you I You say : — 

<' There are three or four other passages of a similar 

* nature, in every one of which He acts in the same way. 
' We have thus our first canon or rule, based upon the 

* constant analogy of our Lord's conduct. Where an 
' objection is raised against His doctrine, in consequence 
' of His words being misunderstood, and what He meant 

* figuratively being taken literally, He invariably cor- 
'rccts, and lets His hearers know that He meant them t* 
'be taken figuratively. I know but of two passages 
^ which can be brought to weaken this rule; one is, 
' where Jesus speaks of His body under the figure of the 

* temple ; * Destroy this temple, and in three days I will 

* raise it up again.* The other is, where the Samaritan 
^ woman understands Him to speak of water literally, and 
' He seems not to explain, that He spoke only in figura 

' Now, if I had sufficient time to enter into an analysis of ' 
' these two passages, which would occupy a considerable 
' time, I could shew you that these two instances are per* 
*' fectly inapplicable to our case. I ground tlieir rejection 
' on a minute analysis of them, which takes them out of 

* this class, and places them apart quite by themselves 
'But as the instances already cited establish the first rule 
' quite sufficiently) I shall proceed at once to the other 
^class of texts; that is, where objections were brought 
'against Christ's doctrine, grounded upon His hearers 
' taking literally what he so intended, and on that correct 

* interpretation raising an objection.** 

Merely remarking, that, though you could produce not 
only 'Uhree or four passages of a similar nature/' but 
even three or four hundred ; they would not be of the 
smallest use to you ; that your " first canon,'* or rule^ 
perishes from the total absence of that analogy, upon 
which you imagine it to be "based ;" that the two pas- 
sages, which, as you admit, might " be brought to weaken 
your rule,*' need not cause you the least uneasiness, as 
your rule has already not an atom of strength in it ; that 
your tact in prosecuting *'a miuute awol'vjm.y v«^ \m^ 
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Evident, to leave room for the least regret, that your 
•* Lectures on the Eucharist " are enriched with what 
you have withheld from your lectures on transubstan- 
tiation^ and that not one of ** the instances, already 
cited," betrays the least tendency to establish your first 
rule ; I proceed without further comment to your second 
class of texts. 

"II, In the 9th chapter of St. Matthew, our Saviour 
'* said to the man sick of the palsy : ' Arise, thy sins are 

* forgiven thee.' His hearers took these words in the 

* literal sense, when He meant them to be literal, and 

* make an objection to the doctrine. They say — * This 

* Bian blasphemeth ; ^ that is to say, He has arrogated to 
< Himself the power of forgiving sins, which belongs to 
^ God. He repeats the expression which has given rise 

* to the difficulty, — ^he repeats the very words that have 

* given offence : ' Which is it easier, to say thy sins are 
'forgiven thee, or to take up thy bed and walk ? But 
*that you may know that the Son of man hath power 

* on earth to forgive sins . ., / We, see, therefore, in the 
'second place, that when His hearers object to His doc^ 
^ trine, taking it in the literal sense, and being right in 
'so doing, He does not remove the objection, nor soften 

* down the doctrine, but insists on being believed, and 
'repeats the expression." 

Why do you, pitilessly, expose yourself thus? Why 
do you deliberately construct an argument, and place, 
aide by side with it, the point blank proof of its utter 
shallowness and most egregious absurdity? Lb you 
know what you are about] I believe you don't. I 
believe that when you enunciated to your congregation, 
the propositions which are contained in this clause, you 
v&re no more awake to what you were really about, 
than the pulpit was, from which you spoke — but the 
pulpit had its excuse. Tou say ** He repeats the expres" 
iionwhieh Jias given rise to the difficulty;^* and does 
he nothing more? — ^You say ** He does not remcoe t?we 
objection nor so/ten down the doctrine^ Itv^ee^^ Xcuvsl 
Mdd, ''Me insists on being believed.'* Does \xg ^^ ^^\ 
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What does He sayl According to your own statement 
*< which is easier, to say thy sins are forgiven tiiee, or to 
take up thy bed and walk? " Is this nothing more than 
a repetition of the expression? Is it not rather t^ie eon* 
trasting of two yery different things? The one of easy 
performance, because it could not carry its own proof 
along with it; the other of difficult performance, because 
its own or disproof must immediately follow? Is this 
your logic? Is this your theology? Is this the fruit of 
your skill in divers languages? You cannot give a laeid 
exposition of a text, so plain, that, take a ploughboy from 
the furrow and show it to him, he would tell you what it 
means; though he were obliged to spell a word here and 
there, and even that, not without assistance! '^ He does 
not remove the objection nor soften down the doctrine r* 
— *^ Soften down!" Where was the necessity for soffcen-^ 
ing down the doctrine? It was only incumbent upon 
Him to establish the truth of the doctrine, and that He 
does by removing the objection which, you say, he does 
not remove. He removes it by working a miracle; 
** Arise!" He says, '^ Take up thy bed and go in to thyhonae^ 
— "And he arose, and departed to his house." And, 
this you would pass off as a triumphant appeal to 
analogy? What is the behaviour of the crowd in the 
6th of John? They are unbelievers from first to last 
What is that of the crowd in the 9th of Matthew? ** And 
when the multitude saw it, they marvelled, and glorified 
God which had given such power unto men.** Where is 
the analogy? What occurs in the 9th of Matthew? The 
working of a stupendous miracle, in vindication of a 
disputed claim to divine power. No miracle is wrought 
in John, in vindication of revolting doctrine !-^Where 
is the analogy? Had wine and bread been present in 
the latter instance, and had Christ then wrought, 
indeed, the miracle, which, according to ^ur ehureJ^ 
He wrought at the Last Supper; there had been some- 
thing, then, approaching to analogy. But, supposing 
thejr had tested the alleged fies\v awd \>\o<i^, ^xvi f<rajid 
them to be nothing more than hica.^ an^ V\Ti^s— *s^ ^^ 
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snd your communicants find them to be — what think 
you would have been the issuel Would they not 
have said " We perceive nothing but bread and wine! " 
Think you that the asseveration of the Redeemer Him- 
self would have convinced them, that substances, in 
▼hich they could not detect the smallest sign of change, 
had undergone a change? Think you that Christ 
would have asserted the existence of a change, without 
exhibiting the amplest proof of one? Yet, even then, 
there would have existed the difficulty, that, there, stood 
Christ before them, and, here they were eating His flesh 
and drinking his blood; and which of His miracles ever 
presented an impediment to belief in their reality? The 
dumb spoke; the blind saw; the deaf heard; the leper 
was cleansed; the cripple ran; the palsied sprang up 
and carried the bed; the demoniac became sane; the dead 
walked forth from the tomb. Not a miracle did Christ 
perform that demanded one grain of faith! Proof 
podtive was the seal of genuineness; in so much, that 
even those who did not believe in ffim, believed in His 
miracles! Evidence, irresistible, compelled even the 
infidel and blasphemer to acknowledge that what was 
done was truly done; and, in spite of himself, to mock 
himself, by establishing the presence of supernatural 
agency, in referring to demoniacal influence what could 
Bot, by any possibility, have been the result of power, 
intrinsically human! — But, to your next analogical 
ingtanee:-— 

"In the 8th chapter of St. John, — * Abraham, your 
'&ther, rejoiced to see my day. He saw it and was 
*glad.' The Jews take His words literally, as though He 
'meant to say that he was coeval with Abraham, and 
^existed in his time. * Thou art not yet fifty years old, 
'and hast thou seen Abraham ?* They here again take 
'His words literally, and are correct in doing so, and 
'object to His assertion ; and how does He answer them ? 
'By repeating the very same proposition, — * Amen, amen, 
* I gay to yon, before Abraham was made, 1 wn?* 

At last, after eight abortive attempts yovL\vaiNe<!».\i^\. 
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hold of analogy !-7-and you shall keep hold of it, until I 
ghall have made you wish, with all your heart, that yon 
had never dreamed of meddling with it ! The persons 
addressed in the 8th of John, are identical, in point of 
character, with those whom our Saviour addresses in the 
6th chapter. You see that I give you credit where you 
deserve it. Bat what credit can I give you for logical 
discrimination when I find you gravely asserting that 
the two propositions '< Abraham, your father, rejoiced to 
see my day/' and ''before Abraham was made, I am,** 
are one and the same ?— or, to use your own words, that 
the latter is <' the very same proposition'' as the former 1 
What is your interpretation of the former 1 " ITie Jews 
take his words, literally, as though He meant to say 
that he was coeval with Abraham,'' — I omit the -clause 
" and existed in his time,*' as I believe the world never 
yet witnessed, and never will witness, such a prodigy, as 
that of two persons being coeval and not existing at the 
same time — though you have insinuated, before, the pos- 
sibility of something very similar ; namely, that ** the 
actual hearers of a discourse" might have been dead 
and absent at the time ! — But, when Christ says. "Abra- 
ham, your father, rejoiced to see my day,** the Jews 
understand Him as asserting that He was coeval with 
Abraham ; and the next declaration of Christ *' Before 
Abraham was made, I am,** is the *^ repeating of the 
very same proposition!'* The first proposition, Sir, 
asserts the existence of Christ in the time of Abraham ; 
and the second fixes it previous to Abraham, with the 
express declaration that Christ is God in the flesh — 
** Before Abraham was made, I AM.'* Tho difference 
between the two propositions was so self-evident to the 
Jews — ^howsoever obscure it may seem to you — that, 
whereas the former only excited their astonishment^ the 
latter inflames tliem with murderous rage, so that ihey 
prepare to stone the Speaker ! Your proposition, Sir, 
perishes by its own egregious absurdity. The two state* 
ments are no more *' the 'oery same" \A\^\\. tVve terms 
'*time*' and "eternity'* are t\ie ^^17 «N.m«k \ XiwX* \5as 
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instance is strikingly in point ; thoiigh perilously so, as 
eoncerns the yalidity of your dogma. If the man, or the 
apostle, or the angel, who preaches now doctrine is 
aecursed, be sure that the doctrine itself is accursed ; s6 
that, confronted with the Word of God, it perishes! 
Here you have, indeed, analogy. As Christ, here, offends 
the Jews by telling them that Abraham, their father, 
saw His day, and then offends them still farther by 
affirming His existence from eternity ; so, in the 6th of 
John, haying offended them by saying that the bread 
which He will give, is His flesh, which He will give for 
the life of the world; He offends them stilly farther by 
tellinjsf them, in terms still more express, but in no wise 
altering the previous figure, that they must eat His flesh 
and drink his blood ; and as, in the latter instance, they 
remain in utter ignorance of His doctrine, so, in the 
former, they continue blind to the fact that it is the 
living God in the flesh — the Saviour promised at the 
fall of man— who is conferring with them ! 

"In the 6th chapter of St. John, in the very discourse 
'under discussion, we have an instance where the Jews 
*8ay: *Is not this Jesus, whose father and mother we 
*know — ^how is it then, that He saith I came down from 
* heaven Y They object to His assertion, and He insists 
'on it, and repeats it again and again, even three times, 
'saying, that He had come down from heaven.*' 

By stating the number of times in which the Saviour 
reasserts his descent from heaven, you clearly indicate 
the verses, upon which you found your argument. 
They extend from the 44th to the 50th, inclusive ; and, 
consequently, embrace three of those verses, in which 
y(yu profess to find the first proof of your churches dogma.^ 
Hence, you commit the absurdity of comparing a thing 
with itself I Here is the passage, in full, *' No man can 
come to me, except the Father, which hath sent me, draw 
him: and I will raise him up at the last day. It is 
written in the prophets, and they shall bo all taught 
of Ood. Every man therefore that Viat\i \iew^^ ^sc^^ 
Mtb learned of the Father, cometh unto me. ^qX» ^^^ 
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any man hath seen the Father, save him which it of 
God, he hath seen the Father. Verily, verily, I say 
unto you, he that believeth on me hath everiasting life. 
I am that bread of life. Tour fathers did eat manna in 
the wilderness, and are dead. This is the bread which 
Cometh down from heaven, that a man may eat thereof 
and not die." The passages in italics are the three in- 
stances in which Christ, as you state, repeats his asser- 
tion ; and the three verses which you most preposter- 
ously include in this, your third instance of analogy, 
commence with the clause *' I am the bread of life." 
The world is much beholden to you for a novel instance 
of analogy ! A thing can be analogous to itself ! If 
you are not, indeed, the helpless victim of that strong 
delusion, which utterly blinds the reason of those who 
do not receive the love of the truth, by what fatality is 
it, that you cannot construct an argument, with refer- 
ence to Scripture, without flatly contradicting yourself ? 
You assert that, at the 48th verse, there is a transition 
to anew subject, and, now you embody that verse, and 
the two following ones, with those that relate to the 
subject from which, as you state, that transition takes 
place ! You cut off, and join again, as suits your con- 
venience ; making hash of the Word of God, to nourish 
the dogma of your church ! -But take these three verses 
away, fares your cause a whit the better for it ? Does 
the argument of those that remain amount to nothing 
more than a simple repetition of Christ's asserted de- 
scent from heaven ? Do they not set forth clearly and 
fully the doctrine of the resurrection, and of eternal 
life, upon the simple condition of believing in Christ % 
Do they not preclude the necessity of any other condi- 
tion 2 Do they not render void of all truth, the asser- 
tion, that Christ would contemplate the propounding of 
a new mode of salvation 1 Do they not establish the 
fact that while Christ, in the concluding portion of His 
discourse, promises no reward which extends one jot 
beyond what He promises here •, t\vo n w^ t^WXv ^wd Tnsir- 
row of that portionj is heiem couUm^^'X ^wsiVaXiwa 
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elsewhere to shew that, hy actually/ eating the flesh and 
drinking the hlood of Christ, together with His soul and 
divinity — a precious elucidation of the nature of Spirit I 
->there is effected a more intimate union with the He^ 
deemer. Shew the necessity of such a union. If the 
resurrection and everlasting life are secured hy simply 
believing on him, what can he added to such results ? 
Are they not perfect 1 Do they admit of enhancement 1 
You and your church say they do. Prove it — hut prove 
it from the Word of God. You cannot ! The Word of 
God repels, and confounds you ! Your every dogma 
perishes, when confronted, Konestli/f with the Word of 
God. You appeal to a text, here and there ; or to a 
portion of a text. The context you keep out of sight. 
You are wise ! It would be perilous to you, were the 
context to be glanced at. There is sufficient of the ser- 
pent. There is nothing of the dove ! You leave it to 
s poor play-wright to tell you that unity is the stamp 
which the Eternal has broadly and deeply and inefface- 
ably impressed upon His word ; so that to place the 
finger on a single text, the doctrine. of which can be 
proved to stand alone, is a feat that mocks the most 
mbtle cunning of man, howsoever stimulated and pricked 
on, to the achievement, by the indomitable and devour- 
ing lust of carnal sway! — the sway which constitutes 
the heart and soul of Romanism. 

And now. Sir, exult with what grace you please while 
I quote your next paragraph. 



THE CARDINAL COMPLACENTLY REVIEWING HIS WORK, 
WITHOUT DREAMING WHAT A BOTCH HE HAS MADE 
OP IT. 

"Thus, then, we have two rules for ascertaining on any 
^occasion, whether the Jews were right or wrong, in tak- 
*ing our Lord's words to the letter;— first, ^heu«ve»Y 
^thcjrtook them liter&Uy, and He meant thetaftgvjLwAX-s^^^ 
fffe inranably exphined His meaniiig, and \.oW XXhsixsl 



84 INF£BE2fCE AT ODDS WITH PREMISES. 

^ they were wrong in taking literally what He meant 

* to be figurative. Secondly, whenever the Jews under- 
' stood Him rightly in a literal sense, and objected to 
Hhe doctrine proposed, He repeated the very phrases 
'which had given ofience. Now, therefore, apply these 
' rules to our case. The difficulty raised is, ' how can 
' this man give us His flesh to eat?* If the words were 
' meant figuratively, Jesus, according to His usual custom, 
'will meet the objection, by stating that He wished to 
'be so understood. Instead of this, He stands to His 
' words, repeats again and again the obnoxious expres- 
' sions, and requires His hearers to believe them. Hence 
' we must conclude that this passage belongs to the second 

* class, where the Jews were right in taking the different 
' expressions to the letter; and consequently we too are 
'right in so receiving them.'* 

Now, Sir, as it must be obvious to every one, to whom 
God vouchsafes the power of interpreting, rightly, the 
very simplest portions of His word, that this triumph- 
ant flourish is most miserably out of place; permit me to 
shew you what ought to be the version of the paragraph, 
so as to make it square with the argument, to which it' 
directly refers; and with which, in its present form, it is 
wholly inconsistent. 

' Thus then we have not two rules for ascertaining 
' whether the Jews were right or wrong in taking our 
'Lord's words to the letter; because our first rule re- 
' lates exclusively to persons whom it would he the ex* 
' treme of absurdity to class with the Jews in the 6th of 
' John. First whenever they — the /ormer— took them 
' — our Lord's «?or<:?5— literally, and He meant them, 
'figuratively. He invariably explained His meaning, and 
' told them they were wrong in taking them literally— 
' a practice which He never adopted in the case of such 
' Jews, as those in the 6th of John, Secondly, whenever 
^ the Jews understood Him, rightly, in a literal sense, 
' and objected to the doctrine proposed, He repeated not, 
'the very phrases which had g,\\eu ofteuoift*, but^ either 
'l>y some yet stronger asseveration ov b\) som^ mvra^^ 
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^enforced the doctrine to which Sis hearers objected. 

* Now therefore*— and though I blush to say it, I must 
*say it; or hold my tongue, or say what is not the truth 
< — thus you cannot apply these rules to our case; inas^ 
*much as they are preposterously inapplicable to it. 
' And this I proceed to shew that I may silence any 

* murmuring upon your parts, on the score of my thus 
^wholly abandoning my ground. The diflSculty raised 
Ms *How can this man give us His flesh to eat.* If the 

* words were meant figuratively, Jesus, according to His 
'usual custom with infidel Jews — such as those in 

* Matthew, reprobates to whom it was not * given to know 
WAe mysteries of the kingdom of heaven' — wretches, 

* vjhose hearts had * waxed gross,^ whose ears were * dull 

* of hearing,^ whose eyes they had * closed, lest at any 
^time they should see with their eyes, and hear with 

* their ears, and should understand with their hearts, 
*and should be converted and* Christ 'should heed 
*(A«m'— will not meet the objection by stating that He 

wished to be so understood. Instead of this, He stands 
*to his words; repeats, again and again, the obnoxious 

* expressions; and, though He requires not His hearers to 
•believe them [in their literal sense, neither, truly, de- 
Hivers them in that sense, inasmuch as it would be a 

* point blank gainsaying of His whole previous and sub- 
' sequent doctrine, as well as of the whole doctrine that 
'refers to Him in the Old Testament; leaves thom, like 
*the children of the Devil, as they are, to flounder and 
'stick and smother in the mire and filth of their own 
'carnal imaginings.] Hence we must not conclude, how^ 
' much soever we may yearn to do so, that this passage, 
'[namely, from the 48th to the 68th of the 6th of John] 
'belongs to the second class, where the Jews were right 
' in taking the different expressions to the letter, [inas- 

* much as the two cases which I have endeavoured to 
'compare with one another, defy all attempts at com- 
'parison — except in one solitary instance, which, alas, 
'I see, too late, would only affect us fata\\y,'\^wA.,<5.Qwsia- 
'quently we, too, are [not only far froia Wti%\ xx^xX. va. 
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<so receiving them; [bat absolutely scandalise ounblFes 
* by identifying ourselves with men so utterly depraved, 
' as to be worthy of being left to rot in their own abom- 
inable corruption!'] 

Such, Sir, is the strain in which, upon your own 
skowing, it behoved you to write; and with yonr leave^ 
in a similar strain will I venture to write for yon tiU 
you shall have concluded what remains of this portion 
of your argument First, proceed after your own 
fashion — 

*TAKE THE THREE CASES TOGETHER. 
*THErROPOSITION. 



c 
c 



1. Unless a man be bom again, he cannot see the 
kingdom of God.' 
' 2. Abraham, your father, rejoiced to see my day. He 

< saw it and was glad.^ 

' 3. And the bread which I will give is my flesh, for 

* the life of the world.' 

*THE OBJECTION. 

< 1. How can a man be bom again when he is oldl.' 

< 2. Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast thou seen 
Abraham?' 

' 3. How can this man give us His flesh to eat?* 

' THE ANSWERS. 

' 1. Amen, auien, I say unto thee, unless a man be 

< born again of water and of the Holy Ghost, he cannot 

* enter into the kingdom of heaven.' 

<2. Amen, amen, I say unto you, before Abraham was, 
'lam.' 
*3. Amen, amen, I say unto you, unless ye eat the 

< flesh of the Son of man and drink His blood, ye shall 

* not have life in you.' 

Here is your unamended comment upon this lucid set- 
ting forth of your premises! 
''/n the propositions and obie(i\.vona,^'ei^\%^^\.\>J«sv^ 
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TCScmlilanee ; but the moment we come to the reply, 
there is manifest divergence. In the first text a modify 
cation is introduced, indicative of a figurative meaning; 
in the second there is a dear repetition of the hard word, 
which had not proved palatable. And in the third, does 
Jesns modify his expressions? Does He say, 'Amen, 
amen, I say to yon, nnless you eat the flesh of the San 
of Man in spirit and by faith, ye shall not have life in 
yoal' Or does He repeat the very expression that has 
gi?en offence? If He does, this passage belongs to the 
second class, when the hearers were right in taking His 
words literally, and objected upon that ground; and, 
therefore, we must conclude that the hearers of our 
Saviour, the Jews, were right so in taking these words 
in their literal sense. If they were right, we also are 
right; and are warranted in adopting that literal inter- 
pretation." 

And now, Sir, let me put the paragraph to rights, as 
it is essential that inferences, if they be just, should 
perfectly tally with the premises, whence we draw 
•them. 

'* In the propositions and objections there is a striking 
resemblance; but one which, I mmt own, extends not a 
jot farther than this — Propositions are like propositions, 
and objections are like objections! but the moment we 
eome to the reply-— or, as I ought to have said, replies-^ 
ihcugh there is a manifest divergence, [that divergence is 
manifestly wanting, where its presence might have been 
of some avail to us — I allude to No. 2, " Before Abraham 
was, I am." For, as, in No. 1, Christ explains how a 
man may be born again; so in No. 2 He explains how 
Abraham rejoiced to see His day, by asserting His having 
existed previous to Abraham, an unmistakeable declara- 
tion, that He was no less than the living God, present in 
the flesh.] In the first text a modification is introduced, 
indicative of not a figurative, but a literal spiritual 
meaning, as he who is bom of water, the sign of a 
spiritual birth, and of the Spirit, is literally bom of \Ke 
^cnrit, with the accompanying styn; in t\iQ «e^ii^ ^«t^ 
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is not a clear repetition of the hard word which had not 
proved palatable, [but the substitution of an unlimited 
period of existence, in lieu of one which was restrieted, 
and necessarily including the latter, but merely by im- 
plication;] and, in the third, does Jesus modify His expres- 
sion? Does He say *'Amen, amen, I say to you, unless 
you eat the flesh of the Son of man, in spirit and by 
faith, ye shall not have life in you? or does he repeat the 
very expression that has given offence? If He doest the 
latter, this passage does not belong to t?ie first clasSp 
neither does it belong to the second, where His hearers 
were right in taking Uis words literally, and objected on 
that ground; [for in the second class, as well as in the first, 
there exists a modification; while, in the third, there is 
no modification — moreover, what renders it most prepos- 
terous to institute a comparison between the second and 
third class is the fact that, in the former, it is impossible 
to render the words otherwise than literally, whereas in 
the latter it cannot be denied that the words P^z^it of a 
figurative as well as of a literal interpretation;] and there- 
fore we most not conclude that the hearers of our Saviour, 
the Jews, were right in taking these words in their literal 
sense. If they were not right we also are not right, and 
are not warranted in adopting that literal interpretation." 
This, Sir, is something like the conclusion to which 
it behoved you to come. This is such an inference as 
necessarily flows from your premises. Thorough infi- 
dels are not to be put on the same list with a man who^ 
even partly, believes; qualified propositions nmst not 
be identified with one that is unqualified ; language, 
that may be taken figuratively or literally, is not to be 
classed with language that admits of being received in 
only the latter sense; two diametrically opposite modes 
of conduct cannot possibly be admitted to be the same. 
Refute these propositions, if you can. You have been 
labouring with all your might to do so; and lo, the re- 
sult. You imagine that you are defending your dogma, 
while, all along, you are absolutely assailing it, with all 
^our jnigli t and main ! But proceed. 
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IBB CARDINAL COMPROMISES THE INFALLIBILITY OF HIS 
CHURCH, AND COMMITS HIS CAUSE TO FATAL PREMISES. 

'* After this argument, I need only proceed in as 
'summary a way as possible, to analyze our Sayiour's 
'iDswer; because I am not content with showing that 
'He merely repeated the phrase, and thereby proving 
^that the Jews were right in their version; but I am 
'anxious to confirm this result, by the manner in which 
' He made His repetition, and by the particular circum- 
'rtances which give force to His answer.** 

Without the explanation of Paul, 2 Thess. ii. 11, it 
would be incredible that a man of your reputed high, 
and almost innumerable accomplishments, should be so 
blind to previous total failure as to persist in defending 
an utterly untenable proposition. If there be any thing 
more wonderful, it is the fact that you should abandon 
your proper ground. Is not your teaching infallible? 
Do yon not represent your church, and has not your 
dinrch an infallible authority to teach 1 Why do you 
argue? It is your province, as it is the province of 
your church, to assert. Assert, then; but don*t argue! 
Know you not that, by arguing, you admit that what 
your church and you assert is questionable? — Infallibi- 
lity, cannot be questionable! Is the case different, with 
respect to you and your church? Do you know what 
you are about when you argue ? Do you know that, 
by such a proceeding, you betray a suspicion, on your 
own part, that proofs may exist which place your in- 
Uibility, and that of your church, in some little degree 
of peril; and that you thereby render the minds of your 
flock obnoxious to the invasion of a similar suspicion? 
If you are persuaded that your church is, indeed, infal- 
lible; why do you not act consistently with such an 
impression ? What have you to do, but to state her 
dogmas, and have done? You are based upon a rock, 
l{ your church is infallible. Why do you woX. xcvaslvcw 
there; but plunge, instead^ into the ocean oi «t^TCLeiiN.\ 
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Arguments demand propfs, and proofs are, sometimes, 
ticklish things. You preached these lectures to your 
flock. What had your flock to do with proofs! Is 
implicit obedience entitled to ask for proofs? Is it not 
somewhat dangerous to send your flock in quest of such 
game ? What if proof be started, that the infallibility 
of your church is a phantom-— or, what is worse, a for- 
gery — a downright lie? With the help of God I shall 
prove it to be so; and to this end I keep you to the test 
to which you have, blindly, committed yourself. " If 
the Jews were right in taking our Saviour's words liter- 
ally, we also are right; if they were wrong in taking 
them literally, then we also are wrong." 

These are the words which the Jews take literally.. 
** And the bread which I will give is my flesh, which I 
will give for the life of the world." 

These, I say, are the words which the Jews interpret 
literally; and that interpretation immediately follows-.* 
" How can this man give us His flesh to eat." They 
make no further comment. Upon the accuracy, then, of 
this, their obvious inference, depends the question whe- 
ther your dogma is scriptural or apochryphal — true or 
false. I must trouble you to look at the context. . " I 
am the living bread which came down from hearen.** 
What constitutes Christ the living bread? " If any man 
eat of this bread he shall live for ever." How is a man 
to get that bread, that he may eat it and live for ever? 
It is Christ's flesh, which He will give for the life of the 
world, ** And the bread which I will give is my flesh, 
which I will give for the life of the world." All, Sir, 
that is affirmed here of the bread, may he affirmed 
wheresoever the bread is named! It is first named in 
the 32nd verse — " My Father giveth you the true bread 
from heaven." It is named, again, in the 33rd verse— 
"The bread of God is He which cometh down from 
heaven, and giveth life unto the world." It is named, 
again, in the 35th verse — ** I am the bread of life: he 
that cometh to me shall never hunger ; and he that 
believeth on me shall nevei t\i\T^\<?^ J^ XXv^'fefc -^^twa 
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your cfanrcli and you avowedly agree in assigning to 
iiutb; and to every one of them belongs— I repeat, hC'^ 
bngs — the whole sense of the two propositions; namely, 
^^ If any nian eat of this bread, he shall liye for ever*'— 
"The bread which I will give is my flesh, which I will 
give for the life of the world." To state the argument 
folly, the 32nd verse, by the express authority of Christ, 
may be extended thus — "My Father giveth you the 
tnie bread from heaven. If any man eat of this bread 
be shall live for ever; and the bread is my flesh, which I 
will give for the life of the world," The 33rd verse may 
be extended thus—'* The bread of God is He which 
Cometh down from heaven, and giveth life unto the 
world. If a man oat of this bread, he shall live for ever; 
and the bread which He, that cometh down from heaven, 
will give is His flesh, which He will give for the life of 
the world.'* In like manner may the 35th verse be ex- 
tended — ^^I am the bread of life. He that cometh to me 
shall never hunger, and he that believeth on me shall 
never thirst If any man shall eat of this bread, he shall 
' live for ever; and the bread which I will give is my 
flesh, which I will give for the life of the world." As 
you, and other Roman Catholic commentators, differ 
about the 48th and 60th verses, I leave those verses 
alone. Thus, Sir, the whole argument of the 61st verse, 
where, as all Roman Catholic commentators agree, the 
proof of your dogma presents itself, is to be virtually 
found in three verses, which they equally agree in 
assigning to faith! Get out of this dilemma, if you can! 
The most that you can object is this — " The clauses which 
you have added are not introduced till Christ comes to 
the 61st verse," What of thatj if they relate to the same 
subject, and if that subject has undergone no particle of 
change? You must prove a change in the subject, or in 
its circumstances, before you can assert that the proper- 
ties that belong to it, in one place, can be denied to it 
wheresoever else it may be met with — you must prove 
that the bread of which Christ speaks m t\\ft ^"iu^, ^*^\^^ 
sad 3Stb verses, is different from wlial -we ^tjA m 'Cvn» 
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51st verse; or von must grant that, in the former iri' 
stances, as well as in the latter one, the bread is His flesh, 
which He " will give for the life of the world.'* In short, 
you must prove that Christ is, now, one Christ, and now; 
another, before you can undertake to deny that, having 
once — only once — propounded a condition of salvation, 
that condition, though not announced elsewhere, is vir- 
tually present wheresoever salvation is named. 

For example. Sir, allowing y for the sake of argument, 
the literal interpretation of those verses where He speaks 
of eating His flesh, and drinking His blood; the doc- 
trine of faith is 'oirtually present there, as much as it is 
actually present in any of those verses which your church 
and you assign to that grace. Henee, the 54th vers^ 
upon the authority of Christ, may be extended thus — 
<< Whoso oateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, hath 
eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last day; and 
this is the will of Him that sent me; that every one 
which seeth the Son, and believeth on Him, may have 
everlasting life, and I will raise him up at the last day.** 
Thus, Sir, lawfully ^ reverently, and seripturallyy may 
the 64th verse be extended. To be sure, you may say — 
^* If our Saviour means that we must really eat His flesh 
and drink His blood; the promise of the Son hardly 
consists with the will of the Father! Coming to Christ 
and believing on Christ, are simple things, compared to 
'really eating His flesh and drinking His blood;' and 
yet, simple as they are, they secure the resurrection and 
eternal life, independently of the former conditions; to 
our compliance with which there is, truly, promised no 
more. There is an inconsistency here, which, with all 
my skill in divers languages, and all my study cf the 
fathers, and all my practice in rhetoric, from simple 
logic up to fineless casuistry, I cannot reconcile to com- 
mon sense." You would be right, Sir, in coming to this 
conclusion. By all the rules of fair argument, the 54th 
verse may be lawfully extended thus; but, mark me, 
and mark me well — By being thus extended, it leads to 
the blasphemous conclusion that the Son contradicts the 
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Father! The Father declares — ** That every one which 
seeth the Son, and helieveth on Him. may have ever- 
lasting life/* and that the Son **will raise him up at the 
last day." The Son, according to your view of the text, 
says, virtually, ** No! To have everlasting life, and to be 
raised up by me at the last day, it is not sufficient that 
the sinner should believe on me. He must really eat my 
flesh, and drink my blood, as well!" Thus, Sir, while, 
eonsisteot^y with every principle of fair reasoning, the 
54th verse may be virtually extended as above; it mttst 
not be so extended, as the process terminates in positive 
blasphemy! Where lies the blasphemy] At the door 
of your church! Her dogma of transubstantiation breeds 
the blasphemy. Her attempt to father that dogma upon 
Christ, in the 6th of John, perpretates the blasphemy! 
Fling her dogma down and trample upon it, and the 
blasphemy is crushed as well; while the necessity of 
extending the 54th verse vanishes; because what is added, 
by so extending it, is there, already/ — because the 
lather's will is there, already! — ^because eating the flesh 
of Christ and drinking the blood of Christ are equivalent 
to helievin<i in Christ, and nothing more! — because 
Christ is the lamb without spot or blemish, by the 
breaking of whose flesh, and by the pouring out of 
whose blood upon the cross, the work of salvation is 
perfected, on the part of God; to avail ourselves of which 
work, it only remains for us to believe in Clirist. We 
live eternally by believing, fructify ingly, in the atoning 
efficacy of Christ's blood and flesh; and as our ordinary 
lives are sustained by eating and drinking, these acts are 
most legitimately employed as symbols of the former — 
though your church would fain persuade us to the con- 
trary, because it is solely in the perverting of Goc^s holy 
Word to her own unholy ends, that she lives and moves, 
mnd has her carnal being.' 

Having thus proved, by argument as incontrovertible 
as that of mathematical demonstration, that the doctrine 
of the 6l8t verse is assignable, as well, to sundry verses 
ihai precede it — all of which, as your church allows^ 
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refer exclusively to faith; it follows, of sheer neoessitjfV 
that the former also relates to the same doctrine. This 
you are compelled to grant — ^unless it please you to take 
new ground; and assert, with what face you may, that 
the first proof of your dogma presents itself as early as 
the 32nd verse; in which case you must abandon, 
utterly, your theory of a transition. Did I not tell you, 
8ir, at setting out, that there was no transition? — ^that 
the discourse of our Saviour in the 6th of John contem- 
plated, exchisively, one or the other of two diametrically 
opposite doctrines— faith or transubstantiation? But to 
the question. ** Were the Jews right in their interpre- 
tation of our Saviour's language? " 

" The bread which I will give is my flesh, which I 
will give for the life of the world.*' Upon this the Jews 
inquire among themselves — 

" How can this man give us his flesh to eat? ^* 
Here, your church discovers the first proof of her 
dogma; and, here, had Christ ever contemplated the pro- 
pounding of such a dogma, that dogma must, of necessity, 
have fully appeared. The question of the Jews is pre- 
cisely that of men who had '^ closed their ears, and shut 
their ejes, and hardened their hearts," and to whom, 
consequently, " it was not given to know the mysteries 
of the kingtlom of heaven.'* It is impossible that they 
could have been ignorant of the fact, that the sacri^e, 
appointed from the fall of man, was typical of Christ. 
It is impossible that they could have been ignorant of 
the fact, that the sacrifice of Christ, Himself, had been 
eircumstantiallt/ foretold. It is impossible that they 
could have been ignorant of the fact that the result of 
that sacrifice had been declared to be the remission of 
sin, and, consequently, of the penalty; and hence, had 
not those Jews been thoroughly devoid of spiritual per- 
ception, Christ's assertion that He would give his 
flesh for the life of the world would have suggested 
to them the sublime truth, that, by the voluntary sacri- 
fice of that flesh, eternal justice would be satisfied, the 
curse removed, and a title to the resurrection and eternal^ 
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life established, upon the simple, sole, and constantly 
reiterated condition of " coming to Him'* or " believing 
on Him." The fact of His having previously proposed 
SBcb a condition, and such results, ought to have guarded 
them against the monstrous conclusion, that He could 
propose a new condition, subservient to results, to dli 
intents and purposes the same. The interpretation of 
the Jews belongs not to the language of Christ; but to 
their own irrcclaimably carnal hearts and minds; and it 
is that interpretation which Christ now employs as a 
figure, and varies, as such; as must have been self 
eyideut except to men who were utter offcasts from 
God, He tells them that they must drink His blood, 
and they cannot perceive that He is speaking figura- 
tively, though a literal compliance with such a stipula- 
tion was a thiug which it was impossible for them to 
render, or for Him to command; inasmuch as it involved 
an infringement of the positive and unalterable law of 
God. He says to them, *' He who eats me, even he 
shall live by me,'* and they do not understand what He 
means; though He had prepared them for the right 
interpretation, in Isaiah; and, though, from the moment 
they were, capable of exercising their reason, the right 
interpretation had been daily set before them. But, if 
the christian— the man who has "received the love of 
the truth" — the man who loves the truth with all his 
heart, and mind, and soul, and strength; and consequently 
believes in its all- sufficiency — if the christian, I say, 
Bhttdders as he contemplates the proof that the hearts of 
those Jews had '^ waxed gross,** that, ''gross darkness 
had covered them,*' that *' while they looked for light 
God had turned it into the shadow of death, and made 
it gross darkness'* — ^how ought ho to feel, when he con- 
templates precisely the same proof, as regards your 
church? — ^when, with advantages which those Jews did 
not possess— with the whole of the record before her— 
he beholds her taking her stand beside those very Jews ; 
while she identifies herself with them, justifies them, 
applauds them ; and, under the penalty of forfeiting 
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V* eternal life *' in case of disobedience, commands the 
imitation of their example ! — commands it to the mil- 
lions whom she has brought up, or seduced, to belieye in 
her teaching, irrespective of the teaching of Christ ; and 
this, upon the strength of one of the most atroeious 
fictions that were ever invented, namely, that she has a 
warrant from Christ Himself to do so ? 

But you appeal to the interpretation of the Jews ; 
and consent to abide by the deciding of the question, 
whether that interpretation was right or wrong. It 
only remains, then, to ascertain the meaning of Christ 
in saying that '^ Ue will give his flesh for the life of the 
world ;*' and that meaning must be determined by 
Scripture. If Paul, having appealed to Csesar, must go 
before Csesar ; so. Sir, having appealed to Scripture, yov 
and yoor cause must go before Scripture. Consequently, 
by the decision of Scripture you stand or fall. 

Of these words^ there exist two different explanatiom^ 
either of which is so incompatible with the other, thai; 
•if one be maintained, the other must be totally set aside. 
The two different explanations are these — Christ gives 
His flesh, as a sacrifice for the life of the world ; or He 
gives it, that the life of the world may be sustained bj 
the real eating of that fiesh. The latter is the explana- 
tion which your church, along with the reprobate Jews, 
in the 6th of John, attaches to the words of our Saviour. 
Now, Sir, if those words admit of two different mean- 
ings, only one of which can be the right one ; the right 
meaning is not to be found by examining the wonis 
themselves. It must be sought for elsewhere. Where ? in 
Scripture — in the context of the record. Whatsoever that 
context establishes with respect to the agency of Christ, 
in giving life to the world, must of necessity be received 
as the true interpretation of His words in the 6th of John. 

The whole context of Scripture, Sir, wheresoever the 
salvation of the world is named, presents no other doe- 
trine than this ; namely, that life is obtained through 
faith in the one sacrifice of Christ. In the 20th chapter 
of the Acts, we read " Take heed, therefore, unto your- 
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res, and to all the flock, over the which the Holy 
ost hath made you overseers, to feed the church of 
d which he purchased with his own hlood." Her© 
the blood of Christ — here is an opportunity that 
nands the presence of your dogma, had it any e:&ist- 
se in Scripture. Does it appear ? No ; but the dis" 
)of of your dogma appears. His blood is the price 
lich Christ gave for his church — gave, not gives. The 
.nsaction is past — complete ; and your church pretends 
sacrifice Christ in the nineteenth century ! In the 
1 and 7th chapter of Paul's 1st epistle to the Corinthi- 
9, the apostle repeats the same doctrine : '< Te are 
Dght with a price." Bought I The price is paid 
vrn ! The transaction, as far as Christ is concerned, 
)ver I According to the dogma of your church Christ 
Lst continue paying down the price till the end of 
le I It is an apostolic church ! What says Paul in 

7th chapter of Hebrews, 26th and 27th verses, •* For 
h a high priest became us, who is holy, harmless, 
iefiled, separate from sinners, and made higher than 

heavens; who needeth not daily (as those high 
ssts) to offer up sacrifice, first for His own sins, and 
n for the people's. For this He did once, when he 
red up Himself." In the 9th chapter of the same 
stle we rea^, beginning at the 24th verse, •' For 
rist is not entered into the holy places made with 
ids, which are the figures of the true ; but into heaven 
If, now to appear in the presence of God for us." I 
it I need not tell you, Sir, that the holy places here 
ided to, were only to be met with in the temple of 
osalem. How comes it that Christ, as your Church 
ges, is daily present in the body, when she celebrates 

mass? The mass, or this verse, and, along with it, 
dry others, ought to be taken away — which latter 
seeding would make a huge hole in the Word of God! 
.11 the Word of God suffer damage that you may law- 
/y, rationally, retain your massl But to proceed 
b the quotation -^"Nor yet that He shouXd oSct'^VBCL- 
oftejL " How many millions oi mWVxoTi^ oi \iYCttfi8Ai»& 
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your church offered Him, in spite of Paul! — "as the 

priest entereth into the holy place every year, 

blood of others; for then must He often have suf 

since the foundation of the world: but now once, ir 

end of the world, hath He appeared, to put away si 

the sacrifice of Himself.** Paul speaks elsewhere, 

repeatedly, to the same purpose, as respects the ag 

of Christ in the work of salvation. But perhaps 

have had enough of Paul, and would like to hear Pe 

evidence upon the subject? — Peter, your church's 

bishop of Rome; though he never set foot in 'Uhe et< 

city" by the evidence of your oum tradition to the 

trary! — your church's prince of the apostles, in defi 

of the reiterated express command of Christ! — 

church's rock, which, for her own aggrandizement, 

substitutes for the living GodI Well; but what 

Peterl — " Elect, according to the foreknowledge of 

the Father, through sanctification of the Spirit 

obedience; and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Chrisi 

Sprinkling! — Still is Christ a sacrifice! You swa 

no drop of His blood, with the sanction of Peter. 

what says John in Revelation? — the same John in w 

gospel your church pretends to find the first proof of 

dogma! What says he of the four beasts and twe 

four elders who fell down before the lamB? This is \ 

he says: " And they sang a new song, saying, * Thou 

worthy to take the book, and to open the seals the; 

for thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God by 

blood.'" Christ a sacrifice still; and such, and \ 

alone, is He represented throughout the Now Testae 

—a sacrifice by which the World, or the life of the wori 

the same thing — is purchased, ransomed, redeem* 

terms which utterly preclude you from literally ea 

the flesh or drinking the blood of Christ. I am su 

need not tell you, Sir, that if you purchase any art 

the article, and the price that you pay for it, do noi 

together^ but totally different ways. If you redee 

pledge, yon take away the pVed^e, \>\\\. ^q.>3l V^n^ 

t money, ' If you ransom a irieud, -youx itXfiii^ OoXalvi 
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• 

lilxerty, but he does not touch a penny of the ransom 
that you paid for it. These are only a few of numerous 
texts in the New Testament which proclaim your dogma 
to be an atrocious fiction. I use the term advisedly; 
for nothing, short of atrociotis, must necessarily be the 
doctrine which would convert the work of the Spirit 
into a mass of contradiction! 

And what says the Old Testament upon the subject? 
There, as well as in the New, is Christ represented as a 
sacrifice, and as nothing hut a sacrifice. Though you 
make up your mind to treat the Evangelists and apostles 
as you please, you will surely observe some decency, as 
i^rds the prophets ! What says Isaiah of Christ ? 
•* He was wounded for our transgressions ; He was 
bruised for our iniquities; the chastisement of our peace 
was upon Him; and by his stripes we are healed." " He 
was cut off out of the land of the living. For the trans- 
gressions of my people Israel, was he smitten. He shall 
see of the travail of His soul, and shall be satisfied. By 
flis knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many; 
for He shall bear their iniquities. Therefore will I divide 
Him a portion with the great, and He shall divide the 
^il with the strong; because He poured out His soul to 
death'* "What, Sir, is this but salvation through the sacri- 
fice of Christ 1 How are our transgressions and iniquities 
{lardoned? How is our peace made with God? How are 
ve healed? How are our sins put away] How, but by 
tile wounding of Christ! — the bruising, the chastisement, 
the stripes, of Christ! the cutting off of Christ out of the 
land of the living! the pouring out of His soul to death! 
What need is there, here, for your dogma? What room? 
Thrust it in if you can ! If our transgressions and ini- 
quities are pardoned; if our peace with God is made; if 
We are healed; if our sins are put away; what need of 
any more? The prophet sets forth, in full, the means by 
which we may obtain salvation — the means which God 
provides for rescuing His people from the curse. But 
yourehurcb is not contented with what God pToVvd^%\ ^^ 
aast bare a mode of salvation of ker o^n\ — «» tclq^^^^ 
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which takes the sinner out of the hands of God, and pmti 
him into the hands of her priests — ^Deny it if yon dare I 
Without HER priesty it is impossible to obtain salvation! 
By the dogma of your church the plan of God ii 
superseded ! She pretends to honour that plan, while 
she absolutely supplants it by one of her own ! She 
grants that salvation comes by the sacrifice of Christ, and 
she damns the hypocritical admission, by a blasphemous 
**buty She virtually B&ys "The sacrifice of Christ is 
salvation; but you must really eat His flesh and drink 
His blood, or vou cannot be saved ! The blood and the 
flesh which are given for you — ^by which you are bought, 
or ransomed, or redeemed*— you must really drink and 
eat, or you cannot be saved ! " Paganism, Sir — before 
your church pretended to graft Christianity upon it— I 
say pretended, because truth cannot live with a lie— ^ 
Paganism, in its miserable perfection, never perpetrated L 
so enormous an absurdity as that, in favour of which, 
your church appeals to the authority of God; but which 
60 outrages the common reason of His creatures, even 
fallen as they are, that, before they can receive it, they 
must be smitten with "strong delusion!*' 

Thus then stands the question — ^The words, wherein 
your church professes to find the first proof of her dogma 
of transubstantiation, interpreted according to that dog- 
ma, receive not the shadow of countenance throughout 
the rest of the Word of God ; inasmuch as by the uni- 
form evidence of that Word, elsewhere; salvation, or 
everlasting life is alone attainable through faith in the 
sacrifice of Jesus Christ — in the breaking of His flesh and 
the pouring out of His blood upon the cross — and by the 
evidence of your dogma " everlasting life is promised only 
to those who worthily partake of theblessed Eucharist! *' 

THE CARDINAL BEGS THE QUESTION, AND THEREUPON 

FOUNDS AN ARGUMENT. 

"1. Tho doctrine is now eiiiiVio^vft^ VivX.^ XXv^i^xxii of 
'a precept ; aijd yon a\\ kno'W \\iaA. ^\iftxi ^ ^wsjcemwAK^ 

\ 



\ 



POPISH LOGIC. 101 

* given, the words should he as literal as possihle, that 

* they should he couched in language clearly intelligihle. 
' Now thus, our Saviour goes on to enjoin this solemn 
^precept, and to add a severe penalty for its neglect. 
** Unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink 
'His blood, you shaU not have life in you.' Here is a 

* portion of eternal life to be lost or gained by every 

* Christian ; and can we suppose that our heavenly Master 
*ek)thed so important a precept under such extraordinary 
'fyurative language as this? Can we imagine that He 
'had down a doctrine, the neglect of which involved 
< eternal punishment, in metaphorical phrases of this 

* strange sort? What are we therefore to conclude? 

* That these words are to be taken in the strictest and 
*most literal sense; and this reflection gains further 

* strength, when we consider that it was delivered in a 

* twofold form, as a command, and as a prohibition. ' If 
'any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever;' and, 
<' except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink 
*His blood, ye shall not have life in you.* We have, 

< therefore, the compliance with its promise, the neglect 
' with its penalties, proposed to us. This is precisely the 

* form used by our Saviour in teaching the necessity of 

< the Sacrament of Baptism. * He that believeth and is 

* baptised, shall be saved ; and he that believeth not shall 
'be condemned.* The two cases are parallel, and being 

* precepts, both must be taken in their literal sense.'* 

Pray what do you mean by speaking of doctrine 
delivered in a twofold form — as a command and a pro- 
hibition? At every step. Sir, I detect the evidence of 
sueh a confusion of ideas, as, in a man of education, can 
only result from a secret consciousness that he is attempt- 
ing to defend untenable ground. You lay down premises 
and you change them, or infer results that do not belong 
to them; you advance propositions and you virtually give 
them up, by palpably contradicting them — if they do not 
absolutely contradict themselves; you plead analogy 
where nothing exists but the most pa\pa\)\e cowVc^mX.-^*^ 
jron appeal in support of your theory to doctivu^ ^\>^<i^ 
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utterly destroys your theory; and, now, you speak of 
doctrine << delivered in a twofold form, as a command and 
a prohibition"! Such doctrine, Sir, was never heard of 
and never vnll be heard of— except, perhaps, in your 
church; the frequenters of which are, indeed, familiar 
with strange things. And where lie the comnumd and 
prohibition? By your account, in the propositions " If 
any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever**— 
*' Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink 
His blood, ye have no life in you.'» I discover, here, 
neither prohibition nor command! I perceive a reward; 
dependent upon compliance with a condition; Isee tf 
penalty dependent upon the neglect of that condition; I 
comprehend that the reward suggests the penalty, and 
that the penalty suggests the reward; but, for the life 
of me, I cannot discover a prohibition or a command. 
Tou may call this trifling. Ton may charge me with 
being hypercritical; but surely, Sir, you would not alloir 
a pupil, whom you were instructing, to write such stuff 
as this? What should be corrected as a fault in a school- 
boy, ought certainly to be checked in a man — and that, 
a learned one! 

But where lies the "further strength" which yonr 
*' reflection" gains from the second proposition of onr 
Saviour — " Unless ye eat the flesh of the Son of man 
and drink His blood, ye shall have no life in youl" l8 
this a new proposition? Is it not to be found in the 
preceding verse but one — " I am the living bread which 
came down from heaven. If any man eat of this bread, 
he shall live for ever?" Is it not to be found still ear- 
lier — " I am the bread of life. This is the bread whidi 
cometh down from heaven, that a man may eat thereof 
and not die?" If, by the term " bread" Christ indicate* 
Himself, does He not also necessarily indicate His flesh 
and blood? If to escape death, or, which amounts to the 
same thing, to live for ever, it is incumbent upon us to 
eat — that is, to believe in— Christ; what follows, but 
that without eating — that is, believing in — the flesh of 
Christ, and drinking — that \8, \>^\\«n\w% m — -^^^ >^^ 



POnftH SOPmSTBT EXPOSED. 109 

f Christ; vre shall not live for ever? W^ere is your 
toasted additional strength! — Say that the terms "eat'* 
nd "drink" ought to be taken literally; still, I defy you 
show me any additional strength — unless it lie solely 
n the cictual setting down of what has been twice most 
)Uarly implied already. If you assert that a man must 
ireathe that he may live, do you add any strength to 
the proposition by stating that a man cannot live unless 
he breathes. But where is the strength which you thus 
boast to be enhanced? Twenty-nine pages of your lec- 
ture have I already examined, and nothing have I met 
with but sheerest, most pitiable weakness ! A bed-ridden 
man luxuriates in his strength — when he sleeps, and 
dreams that he leaps or runs. He wakes upon his back, 
snd can neither rise nor run. Nature, at her time, dis- 
pels the illusion; but there is an allusion over which 
nature has no power; which is permitted to abuse a man, 
because he has provoked the displeasure of God; and 
which God alone can dispel! Happier the bed-ridden 
Euan, awaking, helpless, from a dream of strength; and 
looking for support and comfort to the truth, the love of 
which he has received, and, thereby, has made sure of 
his salvation! 

But our Saviour's words — " If any man eat of this 
bread he shall live for ever,'* and ** Except ye eat the 
flesh of the Son of man, and drink His blood, ye shall 
not have life in you,'* must be taken literally; because it 
is " precisely the form, used by our Saviour, in teaching 
the necessity of the Sacrament of Baptism " ! You say 
*^*' The two cases being precepts, both must be taken in 
» literal sense." "Where did you study logic ? Who 
taught you ? or what system did you adopt for your 
gnide ? The language in which a precept is delivered 
fmst he taken literally ! Tou gravely tell us this, even 
in the very act of giving us a proof to the contrary ! 
What is the first proposition that yon quote, if it be not 
an instance of a precept delivered in figurative language? 
Here it is — •' If anj man eat of this bread, \ie ^Vi-aXWxN^ 
^or ever. " What is this but figurative lan^^^Q '\ \ ^'^i 
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not refer to the term '* eat '* the meaning of which yo' 
dispute. I call your attention to the word *' bread." I 
not that word, as here employed, used figuratively ? I 
our Saviour, literally, bread ) Is bread endowed wit! 
brains, heart, and soul ? Can bread see 1 Can brea 
speak ? Is it bread that delivers the precept ? Does no 
our Saviour Himself tell you that by the term, ** bread,' 
He represents His flesh, or can you not understand hin 
even in this instance? The language must be literal, be 
cause it is the vehicle of " a precept** ! Do you neve 
study your Bible except with the view of finding som 
apology for the revolting peculiar dogmas of your hereti 
cal church? The Bible abounds in the richest precepti 
delivered in the richest figures; and, yet, you deliberatel; 
tell us that '* the two cases, being precepts, must be take; 
in their literal sense! " Tou would be indignant, woul 
you not, were a man to tell you that you did not kno^ 
your Bible? and yet what should we give for the di« 
crimination of him who would assert that you did knot 
it, after your committing yourself by advancing so moo 
strous a proposition as this? Our Saviour says else 
where, ** Come unto me, all ye that labour and are heav; 
laden, and I will give you rest." What do you make o 
this? Have we not a precept here; and what is this bu 
figurative language? Does not " Come unto me " repre 
sent belief, under the figure of personal approach? Doe 
not ** all ye that labour" represent spiritual effort, undo; 
the figure of bodily toil? Does not the phrase, " and an 
heavy laden *' represent mental oppression under th 
figure of a corporeal burthen? Does not the promis 
** and I will give you rest," represent the calming of th( 
soul under the figure of that repose which relieves thi 
bodies of men? Take the precept, literally, and we mus 
suppose that hard working men are invited to come 
sweating and exhausted, to the feet of the Saviour, an< 
lie down and sleep there! Sir! Sir, when you set sal 
upon an expedition in defence of your church's dogmas 
depend upon it, it behoves you to steer wide of the Won 
of God. Touch it, and you go down! And " the tW' 
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are parallel!" Which are the two cases? This is 
one '^ If any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever. 
Except ye eat of the flesh of the Son of man, and drink 
His blood, ye have no life in you;*' and the other is this 
" He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved "— 
''He that believeth not shall be condemned." Call you 
these parallel cases when each of them leads, intrinsically 
ittd exclusively, to one and the same issue? — when each 
of them effects the same result, icithout the help of the 
ofHer? Are there two ways to heaven when Christ do- 
dares but one^ and that, Himself ? Is Christ two ways ? 
Is believing on Christ one way, and eating Christ 
another? If so, we are left to choose which; for, by one 
or the other, we arrive at the same end — salvation! Ton 
will not pretend to argue that Christ establishes a con- 
nexion between the two! — ^that He establishes anywhere, 
a dependence of either upon the other. Paul writes 
^ there is one Lord, one faith, one baptism.'* Where 
are your parallel cases? I see one of the cases which 
yon have quoted; but where is the other to which you 
liken it? you know your dogma has nothing to say to 
fkith! Tour church declares so, and you maintain it. 
Kuth, in itself, is reality; but the object of faith has yet 
to be realised. By your dogma, the flesh of Christ is 
reMy eaten, the blood of Christ is really drunk; you 
really produce them out of a wafer and a little wine; 
$ee them, handle them, and swallow them. Paul, in 
three words, sums up the doctrine of salvation, and never 
easts a glance upon your dogma; upon which, as yon and 
your church unreservedly declare, salvation, mainly, or 
mther, wholly, depends. Your words are " Eternal life 
tf promised only to those who worthily partake of the 
blessed Eucharist!** — ^that is, who really eat the flesh 
and drink the blood of Christ, together with His soul 
and divinity! Find such a doctrine if you can, in Paul's 
aeeoont of salvation, either in the passages quoted above, 
or elsewhere in his writings; or in the writings of any 
of the apostles or evangelists. I defy you! But where 
is the otAer of vour parallel cases? It is here; but you 
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cannot see it! You will find it in the phrase ''one 
fiaith;" and along with it 70a will find the refutation of 
your dogma in its total exclusion! The cases, Sir, are 
not parallel, but one and the same; as a man is one and 
the same man, though you see him in another dress, or 
meet with him in a different house, or street. Scripture, 
Sir, could not countenance your dogma, without directly 
and flagrantly contradicting itself. It is impossible that 
it should contradict itself, at all — and, therefore, it wholly 
disowns and denounces your dogma. 

i 
i 

THE CARDINAL TREATS US TO A FURTHER SPECIMEN OF 3 

ROMAN LOaiC. A 

*<In the second place, our Saviour makes a distino- 

* tion between the eating of His body and the drinking 
' of His blood; and does so in a very marked and energetic 

* manner; repeating the expressions over and over again. 

* If this be a figure, there is no distinction between its 

* two parts. If it be only descriptive of faith — if only an 
' act of the mind and understanding be here designatedr- 

* we cannot, by any stretch of fancy, divide it into two 

* acts, characterised by the two bodily operations." 

When you were constructing this paragraph, was it 
not incumbent upon you to ascertain, if Christ really 
" makes a distinction between the eating of His body, 
and the drinking of His bloodV^ I cannot catch a 
glimpse of any such proceeding on the part of our Sav- 
iour; and the text itself, I believe, is quite as much in 
the dark as I am. I understand a distinction between 
those acts themselves, inasmuch as mating is not drinking 
any more than drinking is eating; though I have heard 
of food which, is at once, meat and drink. What can 
you possibly mean? And this, jou say, *' He does in a 
Tery marked and energetic manner,^' With your leave 
I will add, "in a very extTaotdlnarY manner too— not 
(fom^ it at alir* And Viow ''^ m a •ocT'y maTVtedi atA 
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energetic manner?*^ You say, " repeating the expres- 
sions over and over againy What expressions? Where 
are the expressions? Of course you must mean the ex- 
pressions by employing which " He makes a distinction 
between the eating of His body and the drinking of His 
blood.'* Where are they? I cannot discover the shadow 
of any such expressions, far less the expressions them- 
selves! Thrice our Saviour speaks of eating His body 
and drinking His blood; but not a syllable does he utter 
to enhance the contrast which naturally exists between 
these acts — a process which must have taken place, had 
He made a distinction between them! Tou only imag- 
ine that He made a distinction. Now, is it not so? 
And what is the inference at which you arrive, after thus 
indulging your fancy? " If this be a JlgurCy*' you add , 
*' there is no distinction between its two partsV^ Are 
you serious? Is not this fancy again? Figure, or no 
figure, there is surely a distinction between eating and 
drinking! Is there not? And how do you make this 
out? Thus " If it be only descriptive of faith, if only 
one act of the mind and understanding be here desig- 
nated, we cannot, by any stretch of fancy, divide it into 
two acts, characterised by two bodily operations I ' ' Nay, 
if it come to a stretch of the fancy, you are skilled in- 
deed in the capacity of that stretch! — and moreover I 
entirely agree with you! At last the world is made 
ac(iuainted with the important truth that one is not two, 
and consequently that two cannot be made out of one — 
nnless you divide one, which you cannot do without im- 
pairment. Of course, matters of mystery are out of the 
question! But may not one act of the mind be repre- 
sented by two bodily operations? Is not unbelief one 
state of the mind, and does not our Saviour represent it 
by the negation of two bodily operations? If not, what 
can He possibly mean by saying **For their ears are dull 
of hearing, and their eyes they have closed." Had not 
those persons as much the ordinary use of iVievt ^sut^^u^ 
eyeaasyouaud I bavel Have we not, \ieie, t)k ti^x^, 
consisting of two bodily operationS| and yet ie^T^^xi>2CO% 
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one state of the' mind? Is not belief one act of th0 
mind, and does not our Sayiour in the very next Terse, 
contrasting the twelve with the Jews, represent that 
one mental act by the healthful state of the same two 
bodily operations, " Blessed are your eyes, for they see^ 
and your ears for they hear " ?--thongh He, then, im- 
mediately, passes from figuratiye to literal expression, as 
regards the faculties of sight and hearing. In the 12th 
chapter of Matthew our Saviour says ** Whosoever shall 
do the will of my Father which is in heaven, the same 
is my brother and sister and mother. What is this but 
unity represented by plurality? A brother, a sister, 
and a mother are three distinct ideas, figuratively, re- 
presenting a single one— A man who does the will of 
God "the same is Christ's brother and sister and 
mother." The words of Christ must be taken literally, 
because, taken otherwise, they constitute a figure, con- 
sisting of two parts, but only representing one mental 
operation!!! You must feel yourself to be wofully at 
a loss for arguments, when you, thus, snatch at them ^t 
random. 

<* Again, Christ subjoins a strong asseveration;^ AmoD, 
< amen/ which is always used when particular weight or 

* emphasis is to be given to words; when they are in- 

* tended to be taken in their most simple and obvious 
' signification." 

No caution, no foresight, no calculation! or ** delu- 
sion/' that confounds you in spite of all the calculation, 
foresight, and caution that you endeavour to use! "AmeUt 
amen, is always used when particular weight or emphasii 
is to he given to words; when they are intended to he 
taken in their most simple and obvious signification.^*-^ 
*' Always used!'* Why then do we read in the 32nd 
verse of the chapter from which you quote, " Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, Moses gave you not that bread 
from heaven, but my Father giveth you the true bread 
from heaven.'' Is the term bread, in the last clause oi 
this verse '^ to be taken in its most simple and obvious 
signification?" Does it mean a cake or a loaf; or, rathef. 
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il it not used figuratively ? Is it not used to represent 
Christ? What are you about! Turn to the 7th verse of 
the 10th chapter — " Verily, verily, I say unto you, I am 
the door of the sheep.*' Is Christ, literally a door? What 
are yon about? Turn to the 24th verse of the 12th 
chapter, '* Amen, amen, I say unto you, except a corn of 
vheat fall into the ground and die, it^abideth alone: but 
if it die, it bringeth forth much fruit." Is this an instance 
of employing these interjections "where particular weight 
or emphasis is to he given to words?** Does not our 
Saviour, here, allude to a fact which is known to man, 
woman, and child? What are you about? Alas, Sir, 
you do not know what you are about. 

**4. In the fourth place, we have a qualifying deter- 
< minating phrase, because it is said, * my flesh is meat 
' mdeedt — that is to say, truly and verily, • and my 
^ blood is drink indeed.' These expressions should cer- 
' tainly go far to exclude the idea that it was only figura- 
tive meat and drink of which He spoke. When a 
' person says that a thing is verily so, we must uuder- 
^ stand him, as far as it is possible for language to 
^ express it, in a literal signification." 

Had you any love. Sir, for the context of Scripture 
—which, considering the object that you have in view, I 
eonfess you have but little reason to affect very devotedly 
— ^you would not have further, still, exposed yourself, 
by constructing such a paragraph as this! The force of 
the term, " indeed," is to be found in one of those verses 
to which you ascribe the doctrine of faith; namely the 
87th — ^ Labour not for the meat which perisheth, but 
ibr that meat which endureth unto everlasting life, which 
the Son of man shall give unto you." By the phrase 
^meat indeed," it is impossible that our Saviour should 
have intended to indicate anything else than "that meat 
whieh endureth unto everlasting life," and consequently, 
the phrase *^ drink indeed" must be rendered ** drink" 
which endureth to everlasting life, opposed to drink, the 
effects of which are perishable; and if you object that 
the idea which we attach to the term " drink" is not to 
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be fonnd in the 27th rerse, I refer yon to the 35tb, 
where yon will find the ideas which we attach to both 
terms, '< He that cometh to me shall never hunger, and 
he that believeth on me shall never thirst^ ^ The terms 
"hunger," and "thirst,'' necessarily suggest those of 
" meat" and ** drink.'' It is not. Sir, the carnal nse which 
your church pretends to make of the flesh and blood of 
Christ, that our Saviour has in view, when He represents 
that blood as being "drink indeed'' and that flesh 
as being " meat indeed;" but the benefit that accrues to 
sinners, from the breaking of that flesh, and the pouring, 
out of that blood upon the cross. And what fatuity can 
tempt you to commit yourself so desperately as to assert 
that the term " indeed" compels ns to receive in a literal 
signification, the word to which it is attached? If I say, 
of a virtuous monarch, that he is, indeed, the father of 
his people, do I mean it to be understood that he is, liter- 
ally, thoir father? If I say of the member of an anti- 
christian hierarchy that he is, indeed, a wolf in sheep's 
clothing, do I mean it to be understood that he is liter- 
ally, a wolf, literally, clad in the fleece of a sheep? No, 
Sir; he is something infinitely worse. Had it not been 
wise in you to have let this " qualifying determinating 
phrase" alone? Do you not know that this phrase is 
not the strict translation? — that, according to the ori-. 
ginal, "truly*' should have been inserted instead of 
" indeed?'* Do you not know that the idea which the 
Greek adverb conveys is represented, adjectively, in the 
32nd verse — one of those verses which your church and 
you agree with Protestants in assigning to faith? We 
read, there, ** My Father giveth you the true bread from 
heaven." Now, according to your argument, Christ 
must be " literally'* bread; as "true bread" and "bread 
indeed*' are convertible phrases. You see you cannot 
take a step, but you stumble! 

** 5. It is evident that our Saviour is compelled to use 
' that strong and harsh expression — ' he that eateth me,' 
' a, phrase that sounds somewbat '^a.mfully harsh when 
'repeated, however spirituaWy \l \>«» Mw^«t%Vi<^^. ^^^3skk 
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* bardly conceive that IJe would, by preference, choose 

* 80 strong and extraordinary an expression, not only so, 

* but one so much at variance with the preceding part of 

* His discourse, if He had any choice, and if this had not 

* been the literal form of inculcating the precept." 

The phrase in question, Sir, does not sound " some- 
what painfully harsh, when spiritually understood*^ 
It is the carnal reading of your church that invests it 
with *' painful harshness" It is not an " expression" a 
whit more "strong and extraordinary" than those of 
eating the flesh and drinking the blood of Christ; which 
aets being literally performed, I should like to know 
wherein the aggravation lies of literally eating Christ 
Eimself? Do not the former acts include the latter one 
Where is Christ, if you eat His flesh and drink His 
Uoodl How, then, is the phrase " at variance with the 
preceding part of His discourse?" At variance! It is 
perfectly in unison with it. You find the essence of the 
phiase at the 27th verse. You find it at 32nd, 33rd, 35th, 
48th, and sundry other verses. If the bread be the flesh 
of Christ, and if the flesh of Christ is to be really eaten, 
wherever we find the bread, we are enjoined to eat the 
bread! — Are we not? Thus, Sir, it is clear as the day, 
that this ''strong and extraordinary expression^ so 
much at variance toith the preceding part of His dis- 
course,^ is virtually present at the very commencement; 
sod consequently that our Saviour was not at any loss 
for ** a choice" so as to be compelled to adopt the phrase 
a» a " literal form of inculcating the precept** If you 
' tell me that, where He first employs the term ** bread" to 
represent Himself, He does not introduce any term that 
indicates the act of eating, I shall request you to en- 
lighten me with regard to the various customary uses of 
bread; for, really, I am so ignorant, at present; as not to 
be aware of more than one. 
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THE CARDINAL DISPLATS BATHER STARTLIIfO SKILL IK 
SCRIPTURE, AND SOMEWHAT QUESTIONABLE RESPECT 
FOR ITS SACREDNESS. 

*' I have given you a very slight and almost super- 
cial analysis of our Saviour's answer. I might have 
quoted many other passages, had time served, to confirm 
the result at which we have arrived, and to prove that 
the Jews were perfectly warranted in literally deter- 
mining the meaning of our Saviour's expressions. We 
now come to another interesting incident. The disciples 
exclaim; Hhis is a hard saying,* — the meaning of which 
expression is: this is a disagreeable, an odious propor- 
tion.' For it is in this sense that the phrase is used by 
ancient authors. ' This is a hard saying, and who can 
hear it? — *It is impossible,' in other words, *,'any longer 
to associate with a man who teaches us such revolting 
doctrines as these.' I ask, would they have spoken 
thus, had; they understood Him to be speaking 
only of believing 'in Him? But what is our Saviour*s 
conduct to these disciples? What is His answer? Why, 
He allows all to go away, who did not give in their 
adhesion, and at once believe Him on His word; He 
says not a syllable to prevent their abandoning Him, 
and * they walked no more with Him.' Can we possibly 
imagine that, if he had been speaking all the time in 
figures, and they had misunderstood Him, He would 
permit them to be lost for ever, in consequence of their 
refusal to believe imaginary doctrines, which He never 
meant to teach them? For if they left Him, on the 
supposition that they heard intolerable doctrines, which, 
indeed, He was not delivering, the fault was not so 
much theirs; but might seem, in some manner, to M 
on Him, whose unusual and unintelligible expressions 
had led them into error." 

Here, I perfectly agree with you in your introductory 

statement, with this quaWftcatlon, however; namely, that 

you do not lay claim to ba\i t\ie cxe^M \\\»X. \^ ^xs^aXa ^^s^, 
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Your analysis is perfectly slight and wholly superficial- 
Nay, Sir^ in point of simple justice, I declare that your 
analysis is no analysis at all! What you "might** 
do, if the value may be inferred from what you have 
already done, may quite as well be let alone; as far as 
the success of your cause is concerned. No enemy of 
that cause could expose the hollowness of its pretensions 
jDore mercilessly than you, its advocate, have done! It 
18 not scantiness of time^ Sir, that prevents you from 
calling your forces fully into the field, but the fact, that 
you have no further forces to summon — a choice predica- 
ment, when those which you have, already, set in array, 
ime, one and all, turned their arms against you! 

But you ^' now come to another interesting incident.^* 
Interesting indeed is this incident; but fatally so, to yotL 
^r, you ought to have avoided this incident. Tou ought 
to have steered as wide of it, as the mariner does of the 
whirlpool, that sucks him to the bottom, if he ventures 
to touch but the verge! You say " The disciples exclaim^ 
This is a hard saying." Why do you not represent the 
oeeoTtenee fairly? John says **many of the disciples.'* 
la not "many'* enough, to serve your purpose? You 
would fain have all the disciples on your side — would 
John give you leave; but he won^t, and so, of course, yon 
take it. What do you care for John!— You must look to 
your dogma, you know; and so, though John only gives 
you ** many of the disciples," down with the whole of 
them, and write << The disciples,^* and thus include the 
broad brotherhood, special as well as general! There is 
address. Sir, in this; but not of the most enviable kind! 
Nor can you be allowed the excuse, that the Bible is at 
band, to set all right, while you shake the authority of 
the Bible, denying its all-sufficiency and holding its 
authority in abeyance to that of your church. The twelve 
must not be included, as, with the exception of one, they 
believed; neither must you have the whole of the common 
brethren, for part of them believed — and that part might 
have comprised the majority; for any eV\den(^Q\!t^ab\>\Xx^ 
term "many'* supplies you with, to the co\\lt«i^% ^\\ft 
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words -which yon quote, must be attributed to none, 
e:xcept those whom Christ, Himself, points out, when 
He says "But there are some of you which believe not." 
No disciple. Sir, who helxeved, could possibly have under- 
stood our Saviour to be speaking otherwise than figura- 
tively—could possibly have imagined that He, who, for 
an entire year had been preaching salvation — the resur- 
rection to eternal life — through faith — through faith, 
alone — could now propose a new condition of salvation! — 
a condition the most abhorrent! — ^the most impious !«- 
one, not only outrageously repugnant to nature, but 
opposed to that law, the integrity of which must be 
maintained, as we had Christ's own word for believing, 
till heaven and earth should pass away! — an avowal, upon 
the authority of Matthew, publicly made, almost in the 
very outset of our Saviour's ministry! 

There is no one doctrine in Scripture which bears out 
the literal iuterpretation of our Saviour's words in the 
6th of John. Interpret those words literally, and you 
deny the inspiration of Scripture; for inspiration could 
no more establish an anomaly, than God could establish a 
lie! The words which you quote were uttered by men, 
who added hypocrisy to unbelief, professing themselves 
to be what they were not^lisciples of Jesus Christ; and 
who, therefore, were even greater reprobates than your 
friends the Jews; to whom, and to whom alone, our 
Saviour, in the first instance, directly addressed Himself 
in repulsive figurative language. And the former had 
been treated like the latter — suffered to remain without 
being corrected, as to their gross and filthy interpretation 
of His words — had it not been for the sake of oik^s 
among the common disci plehood who did believe; and 
of the twelve, all of whom, save one, were ** clean.*' 
For the sake of these, ** He does not <illow all to go 
away'* — not " who did not give in their adhesion, and 
at once believe Him, on Eis word'' — but who did not 
rightly understand His word, and recoiled from their own 
carnal construction of it. For the sake of the former He 
JOOJsa say a syllable, and m\idi xaox^ ^i^\'a.TL ^ ^^\«5^^. 
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consistently with His nniform practice, as concerns 
those to whom << it is given to know the mysteries of 
the kingdom of heaven." Why did you stop short? 
Why did you hreak off at the close of the 61st verse 
**This is a hard saying! who can hear it?" Why did 
you not set down the two following verses, and show us 
how triumphantly your dogma is borne out by them? — 
Because they destroy your dogma! Does the asser- 
tion astonish you? If it does, strive to contain yourself, 
as I trust to astonish you a little more. Here are the 
three verses, wholly omitting which, you come with a 
bound to the clause ''and walked no more with Him ! ! 1" 

''When Jesus knew, in Himself, that His disciples 
murmured at it, He said unto them. Doth this offend 
yon? What and if ye shall see the Son of man ascend 
up were he was before? It is the Spirit that quickeneth. 
The flesh profiteth nothing. The words which I speak 
onto you, are spirit, and are life." 

Here, Sir, indeed, is that species of evidence which 
you constantly endeavour to establish, but, always, in 
nin— tho evidence of analogy. Here, consistently with 
ike practice of our Saviour, when His disciples are 
concerned^ He vouchsafes to explain Himself. In these 
three verses, lies the thorough refutation of your dogma. 
In these three verses Christ most clearly indicates that 
His words are not to be received in their literal sense. 
His very first sentence alone, "Does this offend you?" 
settles the question! Ponder these words; and while 
you do so, recal to mind how you yourself have charac- 
terised our Saviour's previous expressions. You have 
degcribed them as constituting ^'imagery which must 
disgust the hearers'^ — which was '^frightful and revolt- 
ing^-^which was " likely to convey the most disagree- 
able and painful idea,** etc. Now tell me, I pray you, 
in what respect is the case altered; if those words, in- 
stead of being delivered in a figurative sense, are intended 
to be taken literally? Will the objects which they, 
then, present be a whit Jess likely to ^^ disgust?'* V\\V 
Hey be lees *' frightful and revoUingV* V\\\ t\\^^ Xi^Vsa 
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^* likely to convey the most disagreeable and pain/ui 
ideas?** You yourself absolutely justify the unbelieving 
disciples on the score of their murmuring— even upon 
the very score of that, for which Christ rebukes them! 
"Does this offend you?" is the language of Christ. 
Was Christ justified in asking such a question, if He 
meant that His hearers should really eat His flesh and 
drink His blood? Was it not to be expected that such 
a proposition should offend them? If it offends you^ in 
a figurative sense, was it not natural that it should 
offend them^ received in a literal one? Was it not »»- 
evitahlef 

You have left yourself no choice, Sir, but to grant 
that it was impossible that they could have been other- 
wise than offended — ^^disgusted^* — ^frightened'* to very 
^revolting** — ^*pained** to the last degree! — I employ 
the identical terms, which you yourself employ, to de« 
scribe the effect of our Saviour's language. And, now> 
account, if you can, for the question, '* Does this offeud 
you ? " and still maintain that the first proof of your 
dogma appears in the 6th of John! Were a man to ask 
you such a question, after daring to give you a kick or a 
blow — ^pardon me for supposing such a case — ^what would 
you think of him? Would you not regard the question 
as an aggravation of the insult? — unless it suggested to 
you the idea that the kick or the blow had been given in 
jest; as friends will sometimes play rough tricks. No- 
thing but the latter conclusion could justify such a 
question — and nothing can justify the question of Christ, 
but the fact that it was the doctrine of faith which He 
was enforciug under the figure of eating His flesh, and 
drinking His blood. Do you think it even possible that 
He could have had the dogma of the Eucharist in view, 
according to the reading which your church would fain 
attribute to the 6th of John? If He had, why did He 
not at once propound it? Why did He not remove at 
once all ground for *' disgust'* — "fright**^-^" revolting** 
— ^^paiD,'* by telling His hearers that the flesh, which 
He meant, was bread, to be c\iaiig,e^ VoX.Q'^S&^^s^^w&i 
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<rot the slightest evideDce of change; and that the hlood, 
vhich He meant, was -wine, which should undergo a 
nmilar, unprecedented, metamorphosis? The opportun- 
ity is given Him! The Jews ask *<How can this man 
give us His flesh to eat?" You appeal elsewhere to the 
insdom and goodness of Christ — Is not such an appeal 
fer more consistent here? Christ, hy a few words, could^ 
here, have set all murmuring at rest — and He is as good 
88 asked to do so; and had the dogma of your church 
been in His thoughts, the means of doing so were at 
hand. Why do not these means appear, except that 
they were not at hand? Why, instead of their appear- 
ing, does Christ reiterate, with enlargement, the lan- 
guage which had given offence? — Why — but because the 
abhorrent nature of these acts — which, according to the 
Uteral interpretation of His words, He would seem to 
e(»nmend — ought to have precluded the possibility of 
their receiving such a construction, even on the part of 
the reprobates to whom they were directly addressed; 
much more on that of men who had professed themselves 
His disciples! The former He suffers to remain, and 
grope and stumble in their own irremediable darkness. 
But when it comes to men, who compose a portion of 
the disciplehood — ^when thet/ begin to murmur — for the 
sake of that disciplehood, at large, He at once repudiates 
the injurious construction that has been put upon His 
words — repudiates it in the single question, *^ Does this 
offend you?" thereby indicating, as clearly as though He 
had stated it in the express terms, that there existed no 
ground for offence — that His language had been received 
in an improper sense — that it was not the real eating of 
His flesh and the real drinking of His blood that He 
meant to enjoin, but faith in that flesh and in that 
blood, as a sacrifice, whereby eternal justice might be 
satisfied, and access to eternal mercy, afforded. 

Had our Saviour actually said, *' Is it possible that 
yon — you, who have professed yourselves My disciples— 
you, who hare been, comparatively, the coii?.\.a.\i\. ^XXc^V 
snts upon mj miDJstry^^you, to whom 1 Yiai'^^ \i^«OL 
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uniformly preaching the doctrine of faith in Me, as the 
Messias — ^faith for the remission of your sins— faith for 
the regeneration of your spirits — faith for the resurrec- 
tion of your bodies — ^foith for the inheritance of ever- 
lasting life — is it possible that you can so grossly 
misconceive Me — can so miserably identify yourselves 
with men to whom it is not given to know the mysteries 
of the kingdom of heaven, as to attribute to me the 
glaring inconsistency of propounding, at this hoar, s 
new, unanticipated, most odious, and manifestly imprao- 
ticable condition of salvation! "i— Had our Saviour 
actually said this. He had not more emphatically 
denounced the literal interpretation of His words, than 
He does by the simple question '* Does this offend yool" 
Consistently, Sir, with this question, our Saviour might 
have added, " How is it possible that you can litenJlj 
eat my flesh and drink my blood?** But it would have 
been superfluous. The latter question is, palpably, 
though only virtually, embodied in the former — so pal- 
pably, that your church, in order to palm off her dogma, 
and insure its perpetual reception, has invented an 
antichristian class of nominal christians whom she calk 
priests — that is, sacrificers of flesh and blood — a class, 
composed of beings as fallible as those who are subjected 
to their supervision — of beings not unfrequently stained 
with the grossest vices of our fallen species — to whom 
she indiscriminately ascribes the power of working a 
miracle, which Scripture does not assert that Christ 
Himself ever performed; which Scripture affords no 
shadow of evidence that any one of His apostles ever 
performed; which, in magnitude, leaves immeasurably 
behind it, all the recorded miracles of Scripture; which 
differs from all those miracles in being utterly incapable 
of proof; which is not borne out by the true reading of 
owy one text from the first verse of Matthew to the last 
verse of Revelation — that of converting a patch t)f dough 
and a mouthful of wine, respectively, into the body, 
blood, soul, and divinity of out Ikox^ S^^m^ CVvrnV. 
Thus, Sir, by the very ^ta^ ^\i\«w» ^\xv^ ^^ 
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ayiour ntters to His disciples, is your dogma branded 
s a bare-faced falsehood— declared to be an atrocious 
raud, perpetrated by priestcraft, with the shameless view 
)f erecting into " Lords over God's heritage,*' in defiance 
of your pretended first bishop, Peter, a comparative 
bandful of human beings! But Christ does not stop 
&t this question, sufficiently explanatory, as it is, of the 
tenns, in which He had been previously speaking. He 
further enforces the absurdity of attaching to those 
terms, a literal interpretation — an interpretation con- 
sistent only with the character of reprobates, who had 
"closed their ears, and shut their eyes, and hardened 
dieir hearts,^' so as to be impenetrable to all spiritual 
Bccess and impression. He leaves, without the shadow 
of excuse, all who profess to be His followers, and, not- 
withstandiug, support and vindicate the infidel Jews, 
ui the 6th of John, and the hypocritical disciples who 
coincided with them. He accordingly follows up the 
first question with another — another, in form, but the 
same, in the intention to which it is subservient — *• If, 
therefore, you shall see the Son of man ascend up where 
He was before?" 

This verse, Sir, follows the question, which, with 
precipitous, fatal triumph you have already quoted; and 
ought to have been quoted along with it — if indeed you 
did not entertain a secret suspicion that it involved a 
proposition, the extrication of which would not be quite 
consistent with the integrity of your dogma. I quote the 
verse again, '< If, th^efore, ye shall see the Son of man 
ascend up where He was before ?" To what does this 
question, along with the equally explanatory one that 
precedes it, refer ? To the murmuring of certain of our 
Saviour's disciples. What gives rise to that murmuring? 
The grossly carnal interpretation which they, as well as 
'*the Jews," attach to our Saviour's words. What, then, 
can possibly be inferred from the language of the verse, 
but a clear and positive condemnation of that interpreta- 
tion? Ha<J our Saviour proceeded to add " Ro^ caxL ^wi, 
w that ease, really eat my flesh and dnnk m^ \i\^^^\^^ 
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would not the second question have been in perfe 
mony with the first? Is not even such a question 
tably inferential from the nature of the first? Exph 
first question, if you can, in any other manner th 
beir the least show of probability! I defy you! 
follows then? Deny that the text disclaims the 
interpretation of our Saviour's language, and you < 
Him with propounding a question which is utte% 
void of relevancy or meaning! 

Is not the gross imposture, now sufficiently es 
Some would answer **more than sufficiently." 
would say that the very first question of Christ ui 
it thoroughly — ^plucks from its face the mask of 
and exhibits it, to the very dullest apprehensio 
lank, audacious, and wholesale lie that it manife^ 
and would wonder that more pains should be takei 
a work that was already finished. But Christ, Sii 
saw your church — foresaw what craft, stimulated 
lust of sway — that lust to which even the chaser 
not strangers— and divers other lusts, more filthy, 
efiect, in seducing mankind from the simplicity ' 
Gospel, that it might make them slaves to the " 
tions of men." He repeats, therefore, the disavow 
the carnal doctrine which the Jews, whom He d 
addresses in the 6th of John, and the unbelieving i 
His disciples, who were listeners at the time, attril 
Him; and still not content with doing this, He reii 
that disavowal by, here, proclaiming, at the same 
the one, sufficient, conclusive, all-nervading, doct 
the doctrine of faith! Where, allow me to ask you, 
63rd verse? Why am I obliged to travel over five 
pages of your work, before I meet with it? Was i 
presence demanded, here? — Here, in the page wl 
am examining — namely, your 165th page? Coul 
not extract, or rather extort, from it, some argum< 
favour of your dogma? Did you not fancy its loo] 
more than you did those of the 62nd verse, of whic 
were, manifestly, so shy, as wholly to ^ass it over' 
2t consistent with your duty, as a <io\v\.\Q»^fem^ 
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mmine the objection of the unbelieving disciples, because, 
as you thought, that objection favoured your dogma; and 
wholly to pass over our Saviour^s reply to that objection? 
That reply ought to settle the point; ought it not? It is 
a reply. Is it not? Our Saviour does not, here, repeat 
and reiterate the proposition which has given offence. 
He preseilts what must be received, one way or the 
other, as an explanation of that proposition; and that 
explanation occupies the greater portion of four verses^ 
not one syllable of which you quote; but pass, directly, 
from the 60th to the 66th verse! — thus: " This is a hard 
Baying! Who can hear it" — **They walked no more 
with him"!!! You appeal to the objection and to the 
result of that objection; but you keep, studiously and 
wholly, out of sight, the intervening, full, conclusive 
e:q)lanation, which proves that the objection is un- 
founded, and the defection to which it gives rise, un- 
justifiable! There is address, Sir, in such a mode of 
proceeding; but, to say the least, but very questionable 
grace. 

But, to proceed. I turn over leaf after leaf, and 
arriving, at last, at your 171st page, I light upon the 63rd 
verse! And what is your reason for quoting it now] 
To refute certain arguments of your opponents. Most 
eertainly, you are conscious that it does not supply any 
argument of which you could possibly take advaiv- 
tage ; otherwise, you would have introduced it in 
ike proper place. It is a weapon in the hands of your 
opponents, of which you would fain disarm them ; but 
it is none in yours. I repeat, you are conscious that 
the 63rd verse does not supply you with any argument 
which you could possibly turn to your own account; 
and yet it is, manifestly, a reply to the objection of the 
Jews, as well as of the unbelieving disciples I Will 
you contend that it is not even such a reply? Will 
you refuse to it the character, which, from its own in- 
trinsic sense, as well as from the tenor of tVve> (io\i\.e^\.^ 
must, of rerjr necessity, be attributed toif^ "^iW^wsl 
tnunpio upon what you call «« the establislied laws oj 
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social communication" and, denying that the 63rd verse 
is part and parcel of a reply to the murmuring of certain 
of our Saviour's disciples, contradict yourself, and come 
boldly to the proof that social communication is desti- 
tute of any established laws? You place yourself in 
divers strange positions ; but, surely you will avoid so 
questionable a one as this ; and will grant, at once, 
that the 63rd verse is, beyond all dispute, an answer to 
the dissatisfaction of the unbelieving among the com- 
mon disciplehood, and that, as such, it must be given 
with the intention of confirming or of removing the 
ground of offence. Now, as it is clear, from your own 
proceeding, that it is not calculated to effect the former 
object — that you can found upon it no shadow, even, 
of a pretext for enforcing the truth of your dogma oi 
theory — it follows, by the most obvious logical deduc- 
tion, either that it has no meaning at all, or one that is 
totally and most absurdly irrelevant ; or that its mean- 
ing is fatally hostile to your views — in other words, 
that the answer of Christ emphatically repudiates the 
literal construction of all those passages, in the 6tli oi 
John, in which you and your church pretend to dis- 
cover the first proof of your dogma of transubstantiation. 
And here, Sir, I shall take a leaf out of your book for 
the sake of those who may have imperfect memories, 
or who may not have exercised their memories over- 
much, in the respect of treasuring up the language ol 
Scripture. 

PROPOSITION. 

" The bread which I will give is my flesh ; which 1 
will give for the life of the world.'* 

OBJECTION. 

** How can this man give us his flesh to eat ?" 

Here, on the part of the Jews, is an inquiry, amoDg 

themselves, as to the possibility of putting the proposa 

of Christ into practice*, and Christ is aware of the fact 

as much as He is aware oi t\ie sv^lVj^^q^^ta. \CL\s.Ytts»x\» 
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)f many of His disciples ; yet He takes no notice of the 
question of men to whom " it is not given to know the 
nysteries of the kingdom of heaven,'' but repeats and 
reiterates the proposition, merely varying the terms in 
which He embodies it. 

PBOPOSITION. 

" Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and 
drink His blood, ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth 
my flesh and drinketh my blood hath eternal life, and I 
will raise him up at the last day ; for my flesh is meat 
indeed, and my blood is drink indeed. He that eateth 
my flesh and drinketh my blood dwelleth in me, and I 
in him. As the living Father hath sent me, and I live 
by the Father ; so he that eateth me, even he shall live 
by me. This is the bread which came down from 
heaven ; not as your fathers did eat manna and aro 
dead. He that eateth of this bread shall live for ever." 

OBJECTION. 

" This is a hard saying ! Who can hear it ] 
It is a portion of the disci plehood— of men to some 
of whom it ts given to know the mysteries of the kiug- 
dom of heaven — with whom this demur originates, and, 
therefore, Christ now, consistently with his usual prac- 
tice, vouchsafes an explanation of His words, for the 
sake of those who do believe. 

ANSWER. 

" Does this ofiend you? If, therefore, you shall see 
the Son of man ascend up, where He was before] It is 
the Spirit that quickeueth; the flesh proflteth nothing. 
The words that I speak unto you are spirit and are 
life.*' 

Here, Sir, I request your attention to the fact that 
our Saviour's words are oflensive, solely in the sense in 
which you and your church, along with the reprobate 
Jews, and the equally reprobate, but mote Vu^^<i\3kSaJ^^ 
objecting disciples, receive them; nameVy, IVn^vt \\\.«^ 
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sense. And from this fact I draw the inevitable infer 
ence that the question of Christ — **Does this offend 
yon? " is wholly out of place; except as a rebuke, equira- 
lent to an express declaration that He had emplojed 
those words, not in a literal sense, but in a strict)/ 
figurative one. 

Not a syllable of our Saviour's answer have you 
thought proper to set down, where its presence was mosi 
imperatively demanded! — namely, in your 156th page 
and this is the more striking, inasmuch as you directi] 
allude to that answer; while, at the same time, yoi 
most grossly misrepresent it! From the objection of th( 
unbelieving disciples, you pass at once to their desertioi 
of the Redeemer — but speak for yourself. 

" The disciples " — This may include the whole of th 
disciples. Scripture only gives you "many" — but re 
sume — ** The disciples exclaim — * This is a hard sa^ 
ing' — the meaning of which expression is, * this is a dii 
agreeable, an odious proposition;* for it is in this sem 
that the phrase is used hy ancient author's " — and moder 
ones, as well; but go on. ** * This is a hard sayint 
Who can hear it *— * It is impossible* in other wordi 
* any longer to associate with a man who teaches ti 
such revolting doctrines as these.* I ask, would the 
have spoken thus had they understood Him to be speal 
ing only of believing in Him?** Man, woman, an 
clidld, Protestant as well as Roman Catholic, could te 
you that it is sheerest, most puerile waste of time to as 
a question, so manifestly idle and superfluous! — but pr< 
ceed. ** But what is our Saviour*s conduct to those di 
ciplesf" Ay; that is the point! What is the Saviour 
conduct? Scripture minutely tells us. What says Scrij 
ture? You quote Scripture when you appeal to the eoi 
duct of the unbelieving disciples, because that condue 
as you fondly imagine, has a tendency to establish yoi 
theory ; but, when ^ou come to the conduct of oi 
Saviour, you keep Scripture out of sight! You studious] 
avoid the quoting of a 8mg\e wotd oi ^m^tatel Whi 
— But go on—." What is His an8\Der?'' ^€^\ ^V\sJ 



SITPPBE8SI0K OF SCRIPTURE EVIDEyCE. 125 

W Why don't you give his answer? It appears in 

Scripture] It is a clear^ a full, and a conclusive answer! 

Why do you call for it, without setting so much as a 

syllable of it down? Why do you give us, in lieu of it, 

w answer of your own? — an answer which, in no single 

item, tallies with Christ's answer — an answer which 

only the most awful *• delusion" can suggest — which only 

the most helpless, pitiable, and abandoned ignorance can 

sabscribe to? Here— here is what you substitute for the 

answer of Christ — " Why, He 'allows all to go away 

toho do not, at once, believe Him, on His word. He 

tays not a syllable to prevent their abandoning Him; 

«nii * They walked no more with Him,^ " Scripture, Sir, 

supplies the only apology that can possibly be made 

for the man who can stoop to argue after such a fashion 

as this. 

I find our Saviour's answer in your 171st page. 
There, at last, does the 63d verse appear. And why do 
you produce it there? •* To come to objections against 
(mr explanation,^^ I know not. Sir, except so far as 
you state them, what may be the arguments of those 
▼ho dissent from you, in your interpretation of the 6th 
of John; but are they really so few that you can afford 
to dismiss them in a couple of pages? — And are the 
tpiaions of Protestant divines so much at variance upon 
this subject, that you can leisurely lay the cudgels down, 
ud leave Doctor Sherlock to take them up for you, and 
fight the battle out with Doctor Beveridge? But what 
say you at page 171? 

** These are, literally, the only arguments brought by 
'this renowned theologian of the English Church in 
' feyour of hes interpretation. There is one popular 
'aigoment, howeyer, which I will slightly notice; 
' though, popular as it may be, it is of no solid weight 
' whatever. It is taken from the 64th verse: — * The flesh 

* profiteth nothing; the words which I have spoken to 

* you are spirit and life.' Our Lord is here supposed to 

' explain sU His former discourse, by saying l\ia\. \)ck^ e^L- 
^pragaions He had used were all to be taken ^Y^xW.x^aX^.'^ 
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' or fignratiyely. Upon which supposition I will only 
^ make two remarks. First, that the words 'flesh' and 

* * spirit* when opposed to one another in the New 

* Testament, never signify the literal and figurative sense 

* of an expression, but always the natural and the spirit- 

* ual man, or human nature, as left to its own impulses, 
'and as ennobled and strengthened by grace. If yon 
« will read the nine first verses of the 8th chapter of St 

* Paul to the Eomans, you will see the distinction ao- 

* curately drawn: and, if necessary, this explanation may 

* be confirmed from innumerable other passages. But, 

* secondly, it is unnecessary to take the trouble of qnot- 
' ing, or even reading them, because all modem Fro- 

* testan t commentators agree in this explanati on, and allow 
' that nothing can be drawn from that one verse, for 

* setting aside our interpretation. I need only mention 
*, the names of Kuinoel, Home, Bloomfield, and Schleusner, 

* to satisfy you that neither want of learning, nor par- 
tiality for our doctrines^ has dictated that decision." 

Here, at last, we find the 63rd verse — or, according 
to the vulgate, and your translation, the 64th. Here, 
at last, we find the verse — but in what a state do we 
find it? Mutilated!— The first clause lopped off"! Why? 
Because, as it stands in the text, it utterly stops the 
mouth of objection, with regard to the testimony of two 
preceding verses, to either of which you cautiously ab- 
stain from making the least allusion! — Thus you garble 
the testimony of Scripture. 

"Does this offend you? What and if you shall see 

* the Son of man ascend up where He was before? It 

* is the Spirit that quickeneth'* ! ! I 

But take the text as you give it. — ^Xbe proposition 
and the two questions tend to one and the same point; 
namely, the condemning of the literal interpretation 
which has been put upon our Saviom ':: language. Their 
meaning amounts to this — ** You have taken my words 
in a wrong sense, to be offended at them. As I shall 
ascend up where I was befoie, vt \a impossible that you 
should literally eat my flesh atvd ^xvclV tstj \}va^^. \\S& 
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Tiot by carnal acts like these, but by the Spirit that you 
«an be quickened.'* But, come to the first clause of the 
63rd verse— "It is the Spirit that quickeneth." By 
omitting the following clause, you have not only mutil- 
ated the verse, but dismembered the antithesis — ''It is 
the Spirit that quickeueth; the flesh profiteth nothing." 
This proposition is wholly devoid of relevancy; if it be 
not to his own flesh that Christ here alludes, with regard 
to the carnal use to which the false disciples, along with 
the reprobate Jews, imagined that He intended them to 
apply it. I defy the cunning of priestcraft, subtile and 
tortuous as that cunning is, to suggest any other inter- 
pretation which will, even plausibly, account for the 
presence of the proposition, where it is. Here Christ 
expressly denies that he intended to enjoin' the actual 
eating of His flesh — withdraws all efficacy from that 
flesh, except as an object of faith— except as the ap- 
pmnted sacrifice, by faith in which, mankind might be 
redeemed — claims for his words that very interpretation, 
which, at your 163rd page, you hypothetically and dis- 
paragingly give them. '^ Amen, amen, I say unto you, 
unless ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, in spirit and 
hy faith, ye shall not have life in you,*^ I do not at all 
wonder, Sir, that you should feel so shy of this verse, 
though I may be astonished at your want of common 
caution, in betraying your jealousy of it, by mutilating 
it, when the arguments of your opponents compel its 
production. But Christ has not done, he adds, a de- 
claration which establishes the exclusively spiritual 
character of His ministry, from first to last — a declara- 
tion which defies you to draw, or, rather, extort, from 
any chapter, verse, or sentence throughout the New 
Testament, a warrant for your carnal dogma. "The 
words which I speak to you, are spirit and are life.'* 
"The words'* — these words which he had just been 
speaking. From the commencement to the close of His 
ministry, He preaches spirit, and that spiritual preach- 
ing is life. Your dogma, Sir, impugns \\ie ^ew«A\?5 
of Christ If He enjoins the real eating oi "Sa^ ^^"^ «xA 
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drinking of His blood, the words that He speaks are noi 
spirit! 

But to return to the first clause — *' It is the Spirit 
that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth nothing" — I charge 
you, not only, with destroying an antithesis, which is 
&tal to you, but with doing so, deliberately; for to 
what other inference can I possibly come, when yen 
take the second member of that antithesis, and, abstract- 
ing it from its corresponding one, oppose it to a proposi- 
tion with which it is not connected in the text! Thus, 
'' There is one popular argument, however , which JwiU 
slightly notice*' — What a parade is this of the utter 
contempt in which you would be thought to hold the 
opinions of your opponents! — ** Though popular as it 
may he, it is of no solid weight whatever, '' Sir^ it was 
sometiiing more than a secret apprehension of being 
crushed by its weight, that suggested the policy of thai 
disparaging it. ** It is taken from the 64<A*' — 63rd in the 
Greek — ** verse of John," ** The flesh profiteth nothing; 
the words which I have spoken^' — which I speak— 
Greek — ** to you are spirit and*^ — " are life." Though 
you deny the all-sufficiency of Scripture, Sir, you surely 
might refrain from corrupting the text? And yet, when 
you commit yourself by doing the one, what room for 
wonder is there, that you should expose yourself by 
doing the other! Were it a human document — a will 
or a bond — that you treated in this manner, what 
would men say of you? — ^What would you think of 
yourself? — and you deliberately vitiate the Testament of 
Jesus Christ! Do you not? Why, you take one por- 
tion of a sentence, in Scripture, and recklessly attach it 
to another sentence. The 63rd verse consists of two 
distinct sentences, and is marked so in the original. The 
first sentence constitutes an antithesis; the second sen- 
tence results from that antithesis; and you destroy the 
former, that you may embody a portion of it with the 
latter! Why? Because the antithesis of Scripture is 
stronger — more direct— less liable to misrepresentation 
— ^izafl z/our antithesis; because xYie i^To^QwNA.Wk/^Vx.^sL 
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rit that (quicken eth; the flesh profiteth nothing/' 
re direct refutation of your dogma, that quick* 
•roceeds from really eating the flesh and drinking 
od of Christ; than the proposition which you 
cture not of a portion of it; namely, ** The flesh 
h nothing; the words which 1 have spoken to you 
rit and life,*^ *• It is the Spirit that quickeneth," 
lause that you by no means very lovingly affect, 

it is manifestly equivalent to the proposition, 
lot really eating my flesh that quickeneth" — anin- 
, impregnably fortified from all assault by the 
hat immediately follows, and which you would 
nove if you could, and strain with all your might 
50 — ** The flesh profiteth nothing." Whenever 
me in sight of the 63rd verse, you betray your 
f the first clause. I open your ''Lectures on the 
'esence" at the 140th page; and there, though you 
all its parts, you give them piecemeal, " The 
i of the flesh is death'* — " The flesh proflteth 
f'' — «« The wisdom of the Spirit is life'* — *• It is 
irit tJiat quickeneth,** Here, not content with 
ing the members of the antithesis, you take care 
rt them; so that to those who may happen to read 
ithout being very well acquainted with the Bible, 
re quite as likely to be attributed to different 
s to one and the same! 

after all, what do you gain by thus treating, with 
st disrespect, the sacredness of the infinitely holy 
f God! The exposure. Sir, of your utter inability 

to account a simple proposition, even after you 
shioned it thoroughly to your own fancy. Here 
proposition — ** the flesh profiteth nothing; the 
^hich I have spoken to you are spirit and life" 
lere are your comments thereon: ** Our Lord is 
ipposed to explain all His former discourse, hy 
that the expressions He hdd used were all to he 
spiritually, or figuratively. Upon which sup* 
% I will only make two remarks. First, t^a\ 
dsjlesh and spirit, when opposed to oue citvAi^T 
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in the New Testament, never signify Ae literal and 
figurative sense of an expression, hut dufays the natu- 
ral and the spiritual man, or human stature, as left to 
its oicn impulses, and as ennobled and '^strengthened hp 
grace," Now, Sir, as the interpretation of a phrase, il 
that interpretation be correct, may to all intents and 
purposes be substituted for the phrase itself, let us see 
if we can avail ourselves of your explanation, in lieu of 
the language of Scripture. 

" Doth this offend you? What if you shall see the 
Son of man ascend up where He was before? It is the 
Spirit that quickeneth.'* Now for your explanation— , 
" The natural man, or human nature left to its om 
impulses, profiteth nothing; the words which I have 
spoken to you are the spiritual man, or human nature 
ennobled or strengthened by graced How does thi 
read to your mind? It appears to be something veif ■ 
like nonsense, to mine — not to speak of its utter incongni- 
ity as manifestly part and parcel of the proposition and 
questions that precede it. Do you not begin to wish , 
that you had not meddled, at all, with the 63rd verse— 
or, as you call it, the 64th? Are you as much in con- 
ceit of your new arrangement of it, as at first? Have 
you not something like a foreboding, at least, that yon 
are likely to receive a rebuke for your unwarrantable 
dismembering of the first clause of it. ** It is the Spirit 
that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth nothing"? Is the 
proposition, " the natural man, or human nature left to 
its own impulses, profiteth nothing," a reply to the mnr- 
muring of the unbelieving disciples? Has it any relation 
whatsoever to the preceding part of the Saviour's dis- 
course? Does a glimpse of such a topic appear there! 
What elicits our Saviour's reply? The offence which 
many of His cJisciples take at their own carnal interpre- 
tation of His words. What did those words appear, to 
them, to enjoin? The real eating of His flesh, and 
drinking of His blood. As this is the subject of discon- 
tent, it must also constitute the subject of the answer t^ 
which that discontent gi'ves xi^e, ^Yia ^^"^^ 'Ockssek.^^ 
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irhich the Saviour speaks, must be His own flesh, and 
cannot possibly represent " the natural man, or human 
fiotttre left to its own impulses ^ I repeat, it must be 
His own flesh, as that flesh, or the use to which it is to be 
apphed, is the subject of dispute. The objectors, utterly 
devoid of faith, believe that it must be actually eaten, to in- 
sure everlasting life; and, naturally, though ignorantly, 
recoil at so monstrous a proposition. The very first 
question of the Saviour, "Doth this offend you?'* proves, 

I beyond the possibility of dispute, that there exists no 
ground for offence; and, as offence could proceed, alone, 
from the literal interpretation of His words, directly con- 
demns that interpretation. His second question — ^^ What 
and if you see the Son of man ascend up where Ho was 
before?" proves that it was impossible He should have 
proposed the actual eating of His flesh; as how could it 
be eaten by them, in case of such removal. His flrst 
proposition — •* It is the Spirit that quickeneth'* — proves 
that eternal life proceeds from the Spirit, and not from 
the real eating of His flesh; His fourth proposition — 
"The flesh proflteth nothing," proves that the real eating 
of His flesh could be productive of no spiritual advan- 
tage whatsoever; and His flfth proposition — " the words 
that I speak unto you are spirit and are life" — proves 
that His whole doctrine relates to spirit, and that it is 
by the acceptance of such doctrine, and such doctrine 
clone, that a title to everlasting life can be established — 
in one word, that it is by the doctrine which relates to 
that flesh — the doctrine of the atonement — that salva- 
tion is to be secured; and not by literally, or carnally, 
eating that flesh. It is not His flesh that profiteth; but 
the doctrine which relates to His flesh, and which is 

! wholly spiritual. 

; And now, Sir, what advantage can you possibly derive 
from those numerous texts in other parts of Scripture, 
which bear out the view that you take of the term 
"flesh," wheresoever that term is opposed to the term 
"spirit;" when in do one of these instaxiecft \)cv*a.\. ^w\ 
sddace. Is it the same flesh as that wliicVv coTi§>\A.\.>QA.^'s» "Cfta 
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topic of the 6tb of John. With the most tmst-bespeak^' 
ing candour, you refer your readers to Gal. v. 13*26; 1 
Pet. iy. 6; Matt. xxvi. 41; John, iii. 6; Rom. yii. 5,G; 
Col. ii. 6; ] Cor. v. 5; 2 Cor. vii. 1; Gal. iii. 3 — iv. 8; 1 
Pet. iii. 18; John, viii. 15; Bom. xiii. 14; Gal. ii. 20; 3 
Pet. ii, 10; in no one of which references will they fiod 
that the topic is the same as in the 6th of John — tbe 
flesh of Christ. Will you deny that His flesh, and His 
flesh alone, is the topic of that chapter? — But you deny 
the all-sufficiency of Scripture! 



THE CARDINAL NONPLUSSED BY HIS OWN DEFINITION 

AND PREMISES. 

But I have not yet done with your definition of the 
term "flesh," as employed in the 63rd verse. *'FleA 
and spirit, when opposed to one another in the New 
Testament, never signify the literal and figurative sense 
of an expression^ hut always the natural or spirituA 
man; or human nature, as left to its own impulses, and 
as ennobled and strengthened by grace.'* Now, Sir, 
permit me to direct your attention again to the proper 
antithesis with which the 63rd verse commences, 
namely — 

" It is the Spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth 
nothing.** 

Here we have the words "flesh'* and ** spirit " op- 
posed to one another— and now let us try your defini- 
tion. Let us put, to the most conclusive proof, the 
question, whether it be of His own flesh or not, that 
Christ is speaking, in this verse. We shall take the 
last clause, first. We * shall isolate the verse in which 
we find it; casting the whole preceding context out ol 
view. In a word, we shall afford every possible chance 
to your definition! 

" The flesh '* — or human nature left to its own ira- 

pulses — '* profiteth nothing." This reads well — is a 

perfectly scriptural proposilioii, •uoXXutx^ xosxt^^ \s^ "^ 
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insertion of your definition. The term *^ flesh " is here 

fcectly opposed to the term " spirit," and consequently 

]Yi8tifies your definition, and goes smoothly along with 

it. But the term ** spirit/' when opposed to the term 

"flesh," signifies, as you say, " human nature ennobled 

Qind strengthened hy grace,*' We must apply the same 

test to the term, spirit. Let us see. 

" It is the Spirit" —or human nature ennobled and 
tttngthened by grace — " that quickeneth." How does 
fids read to your fancy 1 " Human nature ennobled, etc, 
quickeneth !" Why, such a doctrine, Sir, is not to be 
met with, from Genesis to Bevelation, inclusive ! I 
should call it the most audacious blasphemy, were it not, 
indeed, the sheerest nonsense ! '^ Human nature,^* Sir, 
^ennobled and strengthened bygrace,^ is human nature 
quickened ! — quickened by the Spirit ! ''It is the Spirit 
that quickeneth," and not human nature, howsoever 
eoDobled and strengthened by grace ! Now your defini- 
tion being thus disposed of, with relation to the first 
clause — being proved to be utterly untenable — an abor- 
tion, without life or soul in it ; it follows that it is 
equally inapplicable to the second ; because, what is the 
subject of negation in the latter instance, must neces- 
sarily be identical with the subject of affirmation in the 
former. That subject we find in the term " quickeneth;'' 
vhence the phrase *' profiteth nothing" is, to all intents 
aud purposes, tantamount to *' quickeneth uothing;"* the 
latter term being employed adverbially — being equiva- 
lent to ^^not" or to the adverbial phrase, **in no degree," 
or ** respect." The " Spirit" is here opposed to the 
" flesh," in the regard that " the Spirit quickeneth," but 
the •* flesh" doth not quicken. Now, Sir, having proved 
and demonstrated that the term flesh, as employed in the 
63rd verse, cannot possibly represent *• human nature left 
to Us own impulsesy* I demand of you what sense can pos^ 
sibly be attached to it, except its literal one? I demand of you 
to account for its presence, at all, in the 63d verse, if Glurist 
^oes not design it to be taken inthat sense! 1 ^Qm^TA^I^^'VN^ 
io assign any even plausible reason fox CYinatf^ csxi^Vs^vtt% 
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the term, if it bo not Els own flesh that He means to indi- 
cate thereby ? That flesh being the subject of dissatisfac- 
tion, must, of absolute necessity, be the subject of tlie argu- 
ment which that dissatisfaction elicits, even though the 
term had not appeared ; but it does appear ; and; so 
appearing, what else can it represent but His flesh? 
And, when he affirms of that flesh, that it "profiteth 
nothing,'* or *«quickeneth nothing," what else can He 
mean, but that it ** profiteth" or •* quickeneth nothing," 
in the sense which has been attributed to it — namely, as 
a thing to be really eaten 1 The first clause of the 
antithesis. Sir, is a full, though contingent, refutation of 
your dogma ; and the second is an absolute one ; aud 
both, in terms which can leave no room for doubt, ex- 
cept where men are visited with "strong delusion," 
denounce the belief, that we must really eat the flesii, 
and drink the blood of Christ, before we can be assured 
of salvation. Salvation comes of the Spirit, and of the 
Spirit alone; upon the authority of Christ "It is the 
Spirit that quickeneth ;" and upon the same authority, 
all carnal co-operation is emphatically excluded. " The 
flesh profiteth nothing." Hence, Sir, ** Eternal life is not 
promised to those who" in the sense of your church, 
" worthily partake of the blessed Eucharist;" because, in 
that sense, the flesh and blood of Christ are believed to 
be respectively eaten and drunk ; and eating and drinking, 
in the literal sense of those terms, are carnal operations, 
relating, wholly and exclusively, to carnal things. Shake 
this position if you can— and you must shake it too, and 
that thoroughly; otherwise, you leave your church open 
to the charge of ** eating and drinking unworthily" — 
yea, most imworthily ! 

Having thus re-connected and restored those portions 
of the text which it suited your policy to divide and 
mutilate, and having proved that your interpretation of 
our Saviour's answer is directly and totally opposed to 
that which it manifestly warrants; I now return to page 
166 of your work, where I meet with your last appeal to 
the 6th of John. 
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" In the second place, what is the conduct of the 
Apostles 1 They remain faithful — they resist the sug- 
gestions of natural feeling —they abandon themselves to 

* His authority without reserye. * To whom shall we 
*go V they exclaim, ' Thou hast the words of eternal life.' 

* It is manifest that they do not understand Him, any 

'more than the rest, but they submit their judgments to 

'Him; and He accepts the sacrifice, and acknowledges 

'them for His disciples on this very ground. *Have I 

'not chosen you twelve?' — *Are you not my chosen 

'friends, who will not abandon me, but remain faithful 

'la spite of the difficulties opposed to your conviction V 

'The doctrine taught, therefore, was one which required 

'a surrender of human reasoning, and a submission, in 

'absolute docility, to the word of Christ. But surely the 

'simple injunction to have faith in Him, would not have 

'appeared so difficult to them, and needed not to be so 

'relentlessly enforced by their divine Master." 

Here, Sir, as convincingly as in every other instance, 
without a single exception, you betray your utter inabi- 
lity to interpret, wholesomely, "the truth, the love'* of 
which you " have not received." You commence with 
grossly misrepresenting the conduct of the Apostles. In 
the absence of the slightest proof, that they applied, to 
our Saviours words the offensive meaning which the re- 
probate Jews and the false disciples attached to them ; 
you say " They resist the suggestions of natural feeling,''^ 
You further assert " It is manifest that they not under- 
itandHim, any more than the resf* — Indeed!— What! — 
Is it possible that you wholly abandon, here, the pro- 
position that you have been labouring, all along, to 
establish ? — that now, at the eleventh hour, after having 
played the special pleader, with all your might and 
main, you throw up the rotten brief? **It is manifest 
that they do not understand Him,any mo-re than the rest** 
— that is, any more than the reprobate Jews and the 
hypocritical disciples ! Have you forgotten the conditions 
of the argument?— J(?ttr own conditions I — .lEL^x^ '^Wj 
^e, "TAe Jews delievedour&aviour^ swords \ntKe\\UtoX 
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sense J even as we do; now the main point is^ toere ihej 
right in doing so or were they wrongl If they were rightin 
taking our Saviour' swords literally t we also arerignt^l 
tl^eywere wrong intaking them literally y thenwe alsoatB 
wrong.'^ Never were the conditions of an argument mon 
positively stated — more lucidly— more, every way, satif- 
factorily! They breathe a frankness, which begets confi* 
dence in the man who could bind himself to premises that 
preclude the least possibility of evasion! — Gould you not 
have left to another the task of proving the perfect base-: 
lessness of that confidence? Tou perish by your owa 
premises, and you prove iti — though you don't avow 
it — ^though you deny it— though you declare yourself to 
be firmly standing upon the ground, every inch of 
which, except this last one where you are now tottering^ 
has vanished from under your feet! ^' It is manifest that 
they do not understand Him^ any more than the restl" 
Then it is manifest that the rest do not understand Him! 
— that the Jews, and such of the disciples as object to 
His words, do not understand Him! And how do they 
interpret His words? Literally — They interpret His 
wordrS literally, and they do not understand Him, Then 
in interpreting His words literally, they interpret them 
wrongly! — Then the Jews are wrong and you are also 
wrong. 

But you may interpose " What the disciples and the 
rest did not understand was the reference of our Lord's 
words to the institution of the blessed Eucharist." No 
wonder, Bir, when the transaction upon which you 
found your dogma did not take place till the night that 
preceded our Lord's crucifixion. It would have been 
bard indeed to trace a resemblance between two things^ 
but one of which was known at the time! Therefore if 
this be your meaning, you leave Christ without excuse 
for doing, here, what He never did in any other instance; 
namely, teaching a doctrine which it was impossible foi 
His hearers to receive, inasmuch as they were destitute 
of a shadow of a clue to it\ 

But, while you assert that the \\\.et^ \\i\Kt\<t^\s4Svs 
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r Saviour's words is the true one^ and, at tho same 

deliberately state that those who interpreted them, 
11 J, did not understand them; how will you maintain 
i^hat they did not understand, in these words, wae- 
romise of the " blessed £ucharist?" It is impossiUef 
bhat our Saviour's language, lUerally interpretedy 

have been intended as the vehicle of any such pro* 
Tou insist on tho literal interpretation; and^ now^ 
ist on keepii^ you to it According to that inter* 
tion, the flesh and blood must be literally flesh and 
. Is it literally flesh and blood that you receive in 
blessed Eucharist? If it be, you can shew them. 
' them! — Tou show me wine and bread! I see 
ng else; and if I partake, I taste nothing else. They 
3 palpably wine and bread as the bread and wine of 
bi I might have partaken, yesterday, at dinner! You 
le they have undergone a total change. Demonstraie 
ihange! You cannot^ though your life depended 

your doing so! What is changed, becomes a 
•ent thing to what it was. Were you put upon your 

to declare, if, according to the evidence of your 
)8, the wine and bread had undergone a particle of 
ge, you must reply that, €» far as that evidence 

they were to all intents and purposes, the same, 

consecration, that they were before it — or you must 
rear yourself — unless you choose to hold your 
ae. To assert that, according to the evidence of 

senseSf they had undergone a particle of change, 
d be, as you know full well, nothing short of an 
sious breach of truth, which you would sooner die 

utter. But though you cannot show the real flesh 
blood; though you cannot demonstrate any change 
le wine and bread; though your senses refuse to bear 
mce to the particle of a change; still you believe 
) is a change; and that, your belief, is positive belief, 
■t is real, Sir, is above even positive belief — is the 
set of something far stronger than belief, howsoever 
live — admits of prooft that carry \Mi fat \ie^wA ^ 
'jptipns of beMef, landing ns in^ a\)ao\\x\A Viknrai\fc^^k 
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You believe that a certain metal is gold; bat your b^ 
lieving it to be gold, does not establish it to be so. Bot 
the metal is real, and, being real, it admits of tests. Ton 
test it, and it proves to be gold, and belief ia at an mmK 
Now, yon know it to be gold; and^ knowing it to be so^ 
henceforward it would be absurd in you to say that yoD 
believe it to be so. Not one jot further than belief fp 
the arguments of your whole church in the defence tf 
transubstantiation; and not one jot further can they S9> 
Did your church reeeiye the real flesh and blood <rf 
Christ, she would know; and not merely believe, tlatt 
she received them. She only believes — if, indeed, she 
does believe — that she receives them; therefore, the 
first proof of her dogma is not to be found in th0 
6th of John; because, interpreting our Saviour's words 
literally, it is His real flesh and blood that He promises 
there; the fulfilment of which promise would totallj 
supersede belief begetting the absolute demonstrable 
knowledge that it was indeed His flesh and blood that 
were communicated. 



THE cardinal's TBEATME5T OF THE TWELVE. 

But, to return. You say—" They,'^ the twelve, *' sub- 
mit their judgment to Him,^^ What! — with regard to 
the interpretation which the Jews and the unbelieviDg, 
among the common disciplehood, attach to our Saviour's 
words? No such thing] Do they say "Lord, we aw 
content to really eat your flesh and drink your bloodf 
This would be, indeed, submitting their judgment to 
Him, in the sense which you assume; and nothing short 
of this would justify what you assert! Does a syllable 
to this efiect, transpire? Not a syllable! By what au 
thority, then, do you thus confound the twelve with i 
gang of reprobates and hypocrites; the more especisdlj 
as the twelve speak for themselves? Why, Sir, do yoi 
suppress their account of the matter, and substitute on< 
of if our own? Scripture \.e\\a\x% ^^^aX >iXi^i ^^^^im 
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why do you not quote what Scripture records! Because 
iHiat tbey say consists with the context of Scripture, 
Imt does not consist with the object of your lectures; 
because what they say consists with the doctrine of sal- 
vation through h\th, but does not consist with the 
dogma of transubstantiation ; because what they say 
letums a distinct echo of what Christ says in the 63rd 
br 64th verse, in rebuke of those who have interpreted 
Ins word literally! Here is what the* disciples say— or 
rather what Peter says for them — not as their prince or 
thief, but as their ever-ready spokesman -^<< Lord, to 
Irhom shall we go*i Thou hast the words of eternal life; 
and we believe and are sure that thou art that Christ, 
the Son of the liviug God." No two most opposite 
things. Sir, differ more from each other, than your 
account of the conduct of the apostles differs from that 
conduct itself! 

And how do you endeavour to bear out an assertion, 
Ibr which you are unable to produce the slightest wap- 
rant? — ^an assertion, the fallacy of which becomes mani- 
fest the moment we appeal to Scripture! Why, by an- 
other equally unwarrantable one! Tou add — ** And He 
accepts the sacrifice, and acknowledges them for His 
disciples on this very ground*'— -namely, " heccmse they 
submit their judgment to Him,** And you have the 
(ace to proceed to the proof of this; but how? By the 
Roman mode — the mutilating of Scripture! You take a 
tlattse of our Saviour's reply to Peter, as the spokesman 
of the twelve, "Have I not chosen you twelve" — and 
add, as a paraphrase of your own, '* Are you not my 
chosen friends, who will not abandon me, but remain 
faithful in spite of the difficulties opposed to your 
conviction** ! ! ! It is impossible. Sir, to imagine that 
you believe in what you thus deliberately set down, 
^thout attributing to the iufluence of strong delusion 
iUs grossest divergence from the truth! Your suppres- 
^on, of an inseparable portion of the text, would seem 
to justify a still more degrading inference. ¥Let^\^^^ 
l^t entire, and ponder it; and read il 8Cc\i^VQcn&^ > \i 
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^od will permit yon! " Haye I not ehoeen.yon twelro^ 
and one of you is a devil. " What! Is the spiritual 
mist so thick, that you cannot distinguish the most 
ioithering htatMy from the most cheering laudation^ — ' 
wincing from rejoicing? — cotoering from exaltatianF 
— a caress from a hhw! Our SaTiour*« wordi^ Sir, 
convey the most humiliating accusation that could well 
be made— nothing short of the existence of treasoo 
■among the twelve, leaving every individual, of themi, 
•open to the charge — ''One of you is a devil!" WMei 
,one Any one, for any light that Christ throws upon 
the question! And this you would transform into ''0 
reward," because *' they submit their judgment to jETtW*' 
«— because, as you would have us understand, they offar 
no objection to the sense, in which the reprobate Jewi^ 
and the dissembling, among the common disciplehood, 
have received the words of Christ!— this, an announce- 
meut, the import of which must have made the hairs of 
«very one of them stand on end! I beseech you, Sir, to 
consider what would be the effect of your declaring to a 
company of twice the number of guests, who m^ht 
happen to be sitting round your hospitable board, '^■I 
have invited you to dinner, and one of you is a tyel" 
Would not the whole be likely to start from their seats? 
.—to direct towards you looks of question— ay, and 
words of question too — with something more akin to 
umbrage than satisfaction? And, yet, you assert that 
our Saviour rewards His apostles by saying to them, 
"Have I not chosen you twelve, and one of you is a 
devil!" — They knew not, then, to whom the denuncia- 
tion pointed, though they might, indeed, have surmised 
that your pretended head was in the scrape, our Lord 
having, before, honoured him with the name of the 
devil, in the hearing of them all. 

You proceed — ** The doctrine taught was one which 

^required a surrender of human reasoning, and a sub- 

mission in absolute docility to the word of Christ,** 

Christ, Sir, never proposed svieVi a doettiue I There is no 

single doctrine of Christ "wYudv \Xi^ Oa?c\s»\AMi^^\^^^ 
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4 ffoiid reason for aoeeptiug. There is no single doctrine 
of Christ "whieh Ho commands ns to receive with ^ ah- 
$olftte doeiUty,^^ Again and <igain he appeals to the 
mere hnman reason of hi& disciples and hearers ^' Believe 
me for the work's sake/' etc. Even His miracles are 
estid^lished by reason, because they were attested by the 
eyes and ears of multitudes. It is the ^ word " of your 
tkmreh, Sir, and not ** tho word of Christ, " which requires 
'*a surrender of human reasoning, and a submission in 
e^sdute docility;^* and thus, Sir, your church debases 
men, while Christ exalte them! Christ calls his follow- 
ers friends and brethren. Tour church, certainly, does 
not call her followers ^' slaves," but she, as certainly 
ireats them as such; while they, unstartled by the re* 
volting name, submit most docilely to the still more 
vevoltiDg reialityf 

Ton ocmclude with saying — ** Surely ^ the simple inr 
junction to have faith in Him, would not have appeared 
so difficult to iKemy and needed not to he so relentlessly 
enforced by their divine Master J* This is another un-- 
pu^nable attempt to club the special disciplehood with* 
the reprobates, who were alone the direct objects of our* 
8avioiir*s address. What you call the relentless enforcing,, 
was provoked by the latter, and, to the latter, was ex- 
dosively directed; while it was of such a nature as, to* 
the mind of the believer, must have carried the convic- 
tion that our Lord was speaking figuratively. And the 
luiguage of Peter justifies the inference that the twelve 
Mgarded it in no other sense. The twelve, as well as the 
whole of the common disciplehood, were merely the wit- 
ttSBses of what was transacted; and what was transacted 
eonaisted of a dialogue between Christ and the reprobate* 
Jews, interrupted, only,, by certain remarks, which the- 
latter make among tliemselves. From the 26th verse> 
4own to the close of the 58th, none of the disciplehood 
<tti, by any means, be involved in the charge of influen-*: 
eing the language of Christ. It is only at the 60th verse* 
tint some of them murmar, and then, mdee^yOXiX. qH 
a anmdemti oa. for. iAe rest,, Hig language i& Vu&xv£V\e^\^^ 
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His djBdples— then, indeed, in terms so ezjfHress^ tiiat il 
demands the presence of strong delusion to ftal in eom- 
prehending them, He explains what He had preyiooslf . 
said; denouncing the literal interpretation of His w<m^^ 
and reiterating the doctrine of purely spiritual regenera* 
tion. — ^''It is the Spirit that quickeneth; the flesh {hkk: 
fiteth nothing *'•— in other words, *' Tou cannot be pnh- 
fited by eating my flesh; it is by receiving the doetrinef 
which relates to my flesh, that you can be profited.**'-: 
And what is that doctrine) The doctrine of the old, as' 
well as of the new, ooyenant — ^the sacrifice of Christ a» 
^ the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sins oi the 
world." 



THS CARDINAL A PERILOUS FRIEND TO HIS OHUBCH, AStki 
A REFRACTORY PUPIL OF THE COUNCIL OP TRENT. 

Thus, Sir, have I followed you — and pretty closely ' 
too — ^to the conclusion of your first lecture; and proved ' 
•—from the word of God, and with trust in God's help, 
and without resorting to one tittle of human evidence 
upon the queistion at issue — thus, I say, have I proved 
to the conviction of every man who is not visited with ~ 
** strong delusion,'* and who may happen to peruse theso 
pages, the utter baselessness of every argument that you 
have produced in support of the proposition that the first 
proof of your church's dogma is to be met with in the 
6th of John. That church had been your debtor, had 
you not been ambitious of figuring as her champion; for, 
by your mode of defending her, you have only rendered 
more palpable the brand of heresy with which she is 
already sufficiently stamped in the estimation of every 
one who has " received the love of the truth." 

I cannot. Sir, refrain from expressing my astonish-* 

ment, that, reverencing, as you do, the authority of the 

Council of Trent ; you should have profited so little, by 

the example of its cont)enient modenraAAow^ VkStoadvocat^ 

through thick and thin, a t\xeoty , w^on \^Vv3ii\55ai\. wwjar*. 
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dl lefrained twai coming to a positive decision. In 
yoar fifth lectnre on that real fiction of your church, the 
red presence, you say, — ** But regarding the promise 
of St, Johut the holy synod observed its usual caution, 
wUch proves how far it was from merely seeking to 
it^se doctrines without sufficient proof to satisfy the 
mditions of our principle of faith. For the functions 
of a general council being to define what the church ha$ 
dways taught; as such unanimity among the ancient 
fathers and among the latter divines^ was not dis^ 
cnered as could meet the intensity of proof required; 
it manifestly drew a distinction between the two paS' 
sages " — ^the sixth of John, and the institution of the 
lord's Supper — *^and did not sanction the words of pro- 
mise with a formal dogmatical precision,^ ^ Here is the 
exercise of caution on the part of the holy synod, through 
the absence of sufficient proof, and the want of unani- 
mity I Here is dissent in the holy synod, respecting the 
tne interpretation of the sixth of John ! Here is a 
pesitive avowal that, up to the time of the Council of 
Trant, your Church had not always taught that the first 
proof of the Eucharist is to be found in that chapter ! 
Hwe, according to the highest authority that you can 
^te, the question whether our Saviour's language ought 
to be taken figuratively or literally is debateable. Here it 
is declared to be doubtful that Christ, in the sixth of 
John, intended to enjoin the real eating of His flesh and 
drinking of His blood ! Now where was your caution 1 
How came it, that, with the admonishing example of the 
Gooncil of Trent staring you in the face, you could 
YdDture to commit yourself and expose yourself, so 
recklessly, and irrecoverably as you have done ? Ought 
it not to have been apparent to you that the '< two 
passages " were not at all akin ; when, from the weak- 
neai of the one, the council withheld, from it, the sano- 
tioD of '* a formal dogmatical precision ;'' while its esti- 
mation of the other was so exalted that, upon the 
Btrength of it, it did Dot hesitate to concoct ^ \>^^laj^\ 
^ outrageous He. — '' Whereas our QaTvout Cj\a\&\» ^\^ 
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declare that to be truly His body, irhieH He QflTere^ 
under the appearance of bread." 

But I know fiill well the consideration which thus pep- 
nioiously admonished yon to cast all thought of eommoil 
eireumspection to the winds. Tou spy a flaw in the 
record. Tou know fiill well that though yo« may pre- 
tend to find the body and hloodf in '^ the words of in- 
stitution ;" you look in vain» there, for the foti2 aai 
divinity. Search the whole Bible, as yon may, few 
words, alone, can you light upon, by a Ticious interpiv- 
tation of which you can yenture, as you flatter yourself 
to establish a doctrine the most outrageous that erer 
suggested itself to the carnal conception of man ; and 
those four words you meet with in the sixth chapter el 
John, '* he who eats me." Thus you m%i$i haTO the 
sixth of John — as your church nnut haye Peter for hei 
first bishop, notwithstanding a '^ cloud" of proofs that 
he never set foot within the precincts of ^* the et^ml 
city ;" thus you must complete what the Council el 
l^rent left imperfect, from the absolute deficieney d 
evidence ; though the evidence was not a whit less fortfar 
coming then, than it is at the present time ; thus you 
must attempt to fortify a post which, as you must be 
well aware, is fkr from being impregnable ; and you 
only means of strengthening which, are the very rs* 
sources which others, with twice your skill and cunning, 
have abandoned ! 

Tou are a theologian. Ought it not. Sir, to have 
struck you, that, had there existed any scriptural anthO' 
rity for your dogma, over and above what your chuidi 
pretends to find in Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Pauly h 
behoved her to look for it, a little further back ? Sir, 
without supposing the presence of ** strong delusioD," 1 
defy a common christian, far more a theologiau, to be- 
lieve, that, while every other doctrine of salvation i 
anticipated in the first grand record ; one, so paramount 
as yours is alleged to be — one, without subscribing U 
which, every other such doclim^ Va "soid-- one, whiet 
your ehurch represents aa tYv« otlVj \£k^«sA '^Xskssi^ 



title to everlasting life cat! be established— ^could possibly 
be endowed with scriptural vitality to the amount of a 
jungle sparky and yet have been given to such neglect 
by the Spirit as not to be found, either directly or by 
fanplication^ in any one text, from Genesis to Malachi ! 

Upon the evidence of this single fact, your dogma de- 
serves nothing short of spuming and execration at the 
buids of every man who deserves the title of a christian. 
Tou plead, elsewhere, the sanction of Protestant divines. 
The Protestant Church, Sir, has not got wholly rid of 
the leaven of Popery. A little, and something more 
flian a little, too, has been retained — as every one can 
perceive from the style in which, at the present day, the 
unholy ingredient is working. And, with regard to Pro- 
testant churchmen of bygone times; when I know that 
tte offending eye that ought to have been plucked out 
md east away, was not plucked out and cast away; and 
tittt the of ending hand which ought to have been cut 
off and cast away, was not cut off and cast away — ^when 
I know this, I feel no difficulty whatsoever in account- 
fa^ for contradictions, even though they occur in the iii^ 
etmoe of a bishop or of an arch-deacon. 



THE cardinal's CHURCH IDENTIFIED WITH THAT OP 

THE JEWS. 

Tour church. Sir, bears a strong resemblance to the 
Jewish Church. As the Jewish Church testifies to the 
tnith of the very record that convicts her of spiritual 
Vlindiiess; lo the Roman Church testifies to the truth of 
Uto record which proves her to be the victim of << strong 
delanon." If we wonder at the one, we have equal 
mm to wonder at the other. Your church declares that 
tiia New Testament is the Word of God; and while she 
Ibu establishes its perfection, she maligns its all-suffici' 
mcy! Whyl Because, if she a^its its all-sufficiency^ 
tlw deDODnoM ber own dogmas! Gould f^\ie \v«n« ^il* 
iaetgd Aom the Word of God, an even to\e(tdc>V] ^f^'t 
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authority for those dogmas; the blasphemy of thus de-^*^ 
predating that Word had been spared her! Still for thlv 
very blasphemy, she is aware that she must prodaoft' 
what will pass for divine authority; and accordingly, . 
what she cannot find, she shamefully invents — asecrift 
traditional oral code^ promised by Christ to Bis - 
Apostles, communicated to His Apostles by the Spiritr 
and by them, handed doton to her prte5t5-— priests, at thtf-^ 
bare thought of communicating with whom, the Apostles ' 
would have recoiled and shuddered! Hence the fictiMl^^ 
of Apostolic succession, that curse of the visible dinrahl- 
Sir, it can be proved— -proved to demonstration— -frmf^ 
the Word of God, that your church is in possession ofrn^ ^ 
such code! That Christ promised a revelation is tme^ 
that the Apostles received that revelation is true; btf^ 
that it was preserved by them as a secret is not tme-^'if 
unless indeed you can convict them of disobeying one^^ 
the most express and positive commands of ChrisM*^ 
which you cannot. The apostles honoured that commaniti 
The revelation appears — not once, but again and agatalJ 
•—appears in full! and among other heresies, sets forth sto 
perfect foreshadowing of those of your church— an ap^ = 
palling, an abhorrent foreshadowing! Well may 8bfl>i 
labour to impose upon mankind the belief that the pro-' 
mised revelation was designed to be a secret one! fiat 
God takes care of His Word! God, Sir, takes care that 
if His Word be wrested to the countenancing of lie% tbr' 
blame shall not lodge at its own door, but at those of thv ' 
apostates who reject the love of that Word, and woukl<' 
constrain it, if they could, to become the pander to their' 
own carnal and devilish appetites. Apostolic successions^ 
«— The New Testament does not denounce antichrist hf'^ 
name, more clearly and emphatically, than it denotkii0fll(i 
Apostolical succession, in the carnal spirit of that atrocio:: 
ous fiction! The character of the means may be tratb^? 
fully established by contemplating the character of tbl^3 
end to which they essentially subserve. Review tbi^'^ 
Papsicyl — the grand exempW ol \Xvft " ^\.tq»w% debisioD/^'^ 
*« — the huge, rank, venomowa \m^o^V)Kv«ska> Vcw\^" 
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I itself upon the body of the visible Chnrchy to the 
>ling, the wasting, the draining, the once almost 
eormption of that body; upon whose wholesome 
its bloating has remorselessly fed, converting good 
mne, health into disease, life into death! Review, 
eat, the Papacy — ^never mind the titled, strutting 
iinates; but look to the Head — the universal father, 
iance of Christ, and in disparagement of the only 
r — look to himf — insolently tricked out as he has 
and in a measure still is, in all the appliances that 
lister to the worst of human lusts — ^power, pomp, 
aes, ceremonies, pageants, mysteries, mummeries! 
could such a monstrosity have been propounded 
sknowledged, as part and parcel of Christianity— 
f stem hallowed by the authorization of Him who 
mly inculcated self-denial, humility, poverty, on- 
ce, simplicity, and truth; and cast up a wall as 
fts heaven itself, between His kingdom, and the 
om of this world — ^how, I say, could such a system 
[>een conceived, commenced, perfected, and endured, 
t that, in consequence of their not having *' received 
ve of the truth, that they might be saved," men 
been visited with "strong delusion" that they 
i believe a lie! 
)unt not. Sir, upon the authority of the fathers, 

your church has enjoyed the custody of their 
I. Who will swear to the genuineness of those 
\1 No man who can connect cause with effect! Say 
ire genuine, who will subscribe to what he finds in 

when what he finds, he looks in vain for, in the 
of God? From the moment that your church ac- 
ledged any other headship than that of Christ, she 
itised from Christ! Ignatius establishes the date of 
nesy^ where he speaks of Rome as the presiding 
b. From that moment the testimony of the best 
' children is stamped with suspicion. And mark, 
1 the instance of the Roman Church, the signal, 
, tremendous 2llu8tration of the text, •*'WQ3a.\sa«s«t 
Boweth, that Bhali he reap.'" Heiesy ^u<qiqo^^^ V^ 
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heresf. The first carnal c[ogiiia^->the seed of Rome' 
own sowing— gave natural birth to a succession of dog- 
mas, equally camaL The altar which Christ bad 
removed— the need of which was declared by the Spirit 
to have passed away — was restored! The image which 
Christ came to cast down, had scarce begun to totter; 
when it was set, more firmly than ever, upon its feet 
again! Men, striving against God, strained every effort 
to roll back into the chaos of polytheism, whence it had 
just been called forth, the new, and bright, and lovdf 
world of Christianity! Under the specious plea of seal 
for the spreading and consolidating of a spiritual knog^ 
dom, a huge, gross, and insufferable fleshly tyranny ww 
gradually established, until the whole flock of Chrbl 
became the property of those who called themselves Bj$ 
shepherds. And what followed? At timesj at least^-^Mlk 
not seldom — ^the unbridled revelling of t^e most revolt' 
ing human lusts! so that there i& no feat of intrigue ttr 
stratagem, no exploit of falsehood and treachery,, i^ 
outrage of aggression and spoliation, no excess of lase!^ 
lousness and luxury, no graeping of selfisbness aod 
avarice, no wantonness of persecution and torture, no 
perpetration of sacrilege and blasphemy; of which S 
signal and paramount example cannot be instanced' b/ 
aippealing to some one page or another of the annate of 
the Roman Church! *«She has had her virtues, too/ 
you will interpose. I grant it— and so has the Church di 
Mahomet — quite as illustrous an example of unity 9B 
your church — and so had the worshippers of Jupit^ and 
Juno, their virtues. The likeness in which man ir» 
created is no where wholly lost. Virtues will be found 
among savages; but mere human virtues, howsoever 
lustrous, can never brighten into the radiancy d 
Christianity! 



SECOND LECTURE. 



. Hayino done with your first lecture on Transub- 
itantiation, I proceed to your next, which you preface 
vith Matthew's narrative of the institution of the Lord's 
Bnpper. 

" And as they were eating, Jesus took bread, and 
Uessed ity and brake iff and gave it to the disciples, 
ind said. Take, eat; thi^ is my body. And He took; 
(he cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying, 
Drink ye all of it: For this is my blood of the new 
testament, which is shed for many for the remission of 



nns." 



At the very outset, I find you at the game which I 
have so frequently detected you in playing; and at 
^hich every Roman Catholic controversialist, with 
whose works I am acquainte,d, is equally expert — that 
of mutilating Scripture. When, for your text you quote 
Matthew's account of the instituting of the Lord's Sup- 
per, you suppress a passage which clearly establishes the 
fwt that the bread and wine were regarded, by Christ, 
at the mere types of His body and blood, and not as that 
body and that blood themselves. The words which you 
suppress are these; and, as they strictly refer to the cup, 
of which our Saviour has just commanded His disciples 
to partake, it behoved you, in simple fairness, to quote 
them. By suppressing them, you present us with a tol- 
erably conclusive proof, that you had weighed their 
obvious import, and found it wanting; so far as the suc- 
cess of your cause is concerned, ** But 1 say \m\.o ^wv \ 
ihalJ not drink henceforth of this fruit oi lYie Vvcift xoiiC^ 
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that day when I drink it new with yon in my Father') 
kingdom"— «2%M fruit of the vine:' These worA 
immediately following the delivery of the cnp, nfyr^ 
indisputably, to its contents; and prove to the conviction 
of every one^ who toishes to read them, aright, that thoee 
contents consisted of wine, and not of blood. Hank's 
account corresponds with that of Matthew. Luke, it b 
true, introduces the words, previously to the breaking <tf 
the bread; but, as it does not necessarily follow, thenee^ 
that Christ did not employ them again, where Mattiuiw 
and Mark have placed them; and, as the evidence of two 
competent witnesses ought, of necessity, to outweigh the 
testimony of a solitary one; moreover, as the ApoBtle, 
atone, who was actually present — ^which Luke wastio^ 
demands precedence in point of credibility; no man who 
argues for truth, can countenance, for a moment, tlk 
decency of receiving the account of Luke, in preferenai 
to what Matthew relates. 

Thus, Sir, your dogma perishes by the very first wtt 
ness to whose evidence you appeal; and the more so) ft 
you manifestly endeavour to suppress a portion of wha 
He says. That portion condemns your dogma. Tha 
portion testifies, upon the express authority of Chrisi 
Himself, that the wine underwent no change; and wha 
holds, with respect to the wine, must equally hold witl 
respect to the bread. 

And now, Sir, let me ask you whether, instead c 
deliberately uttering the flagrant falsehood, "Wherea 
our Saviour Christ did declare that to be truly Hi 
body," &c., it had not been more consistent with th 
pretensions of the holy Synod of Trent, had it propagate 
some such doctrine as this— *** Whereas, immediately aftc 
delivering the cup, our Saviour Christ, manifestly refei 
riug to its contents, did declare ^ I will not drink, hena 
forth, of this fruit of the vine, until that day when 
drink it new with you, in my Father's kingdom.' Th; 
Holy Synod decrees that, whatsoever the church may hai 
hitherto taught. Scripture teaches \is that the contents < 
the cup underwent no c\van^e\ wi^ ^X^a^.^ wviSftn5s«so!& 
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Y are to be regarded as the type of Christ's bloody au 
. as that blood iUelf, It further decrees that what 
ilies to the wine must equally apply to the bread; and 
t, accordingly, our Saviour's words * This is my body* 
This is my blood ' must be received as having been 
ivered in a figurative sense; not only because it is not 
J where announced in Scripture that' the wine and the 
ad underwent any change ; but, also, because onr 
riour Himself establishes the absence of such au occur- 
lee, directly, with reference to the wine, and, inferen- 
lly, with respect to the bread." 
Though it is not my intention, or my duty, to follow 
1 in your strictures upon the mode in which sundry 
)onents of your dogma endeavour to expose its fallacy 
1 absurdity; still, when you throw the temptation in 
' way, I cannot refrain from pointing out an addi- 
aal evidence or two of that '' strong delusion," which 
t only prevents you from seeing the truth, as set forth 
the Word of God; but even incapacitates you from 
tinguishing right from wrong, in prosecuting the most 
ople argument^ with reference to the dogmas of your 
irch. 



THE CABDIKAL GAPRICIOUBLY HYPERCRITICAL. 

You quarrel with one opponent for saying — "We 
Dtend that we must understand the words figuratively, 
eause there is no necessity for taking them literally." 
tte you exclaim — " What sort of a canon of interpret 
\um is here laid down? *' Pray, what is the matter 
th the canon? The canon is a very good one — an un- 
ceptionably lawful canon; and you only expose your- 
f by finding fault with it. Strangely ignorant of the 
)ufFs with which it invariably treats you, you now 
peal, again, to analogy. You say — " Therefore^ when 
rial is called God, or the Son of God, we must first 
we a necessity far believing Him to be God» before 
can be justified in drawing conclusions from li)x^ 
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words of the text tkemsehes.** Not a doubt of it f 
Aud has not God foreseen that necessity 1 Has not 
Crod provided for that necessity) Are not the pro- 
phecies that relate to Christ, the miracles of Christ, and 
the doctrines of Christ, the evidence of a regard to that 
necessity? Exists there any such necessity for giving 
the '* words of institution " a literal interpretation) Ii 
such an institution, as you represent the Lord's Suppef 
to be, a necessary institution, when, what you pretend 
to be effected by it, can be effected by Aiith, without it— 
if the promises of Christ Himself may be relied onY The 
<»non. Sir, is an excellent canon! — a canon of universal 
applicability — a canon which perfectly consists with 
^he doctrine of your alleged first bishop— -your suppotiF 
tioHs rock — Peter! ** Be ready, always, to give an answer 
to every man that asketh you a reason for the hope tbit 
is in you." You add — ^' The same author gives us,a$U 
further motive for not understanding them so, that Hu 
literal meaning leads to direct contradictions and grots 
absurdities,^' You make no comment upon this pro- 
position, and I applaud your prudence in forbearing to 
do so; for most gross, indeed, the absurdities are, and 
most direct the contradictions, into which the literal 
meaning betrays you. 

You find fault with another opponent for affirming 
that the Catholic doctrine of transubstautiation is " erected 
on a forced and literal construction of our Lord's declara- 
tion.'* Here you expose yourself again, exclaiming — ^"/ 
would ask where on earth were these two words put tn 
juxta-position in any argument before? To call th 
literal, the forced interpretation!'* And why not, Sir! 
In what system of logic is it set down as a canon? — ^Yoa 
see you are teaching me to write scholastically — In what 
system of logic, I pray you, is it set down as a canoB} 
that an interpretation cannot be forced, if it happen 
to be literal? What, I pray you, constitutes a forced in- 
terpretation, if it be not the circumstance that the sense, 
which is attributed to a text, does not, of right, belong to 
Jt? Is it a figurative mteTpie\A\.\oii, o'a\>j)>^^\.^dxi^t&<]| 
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placed in such a predicament? May not a literal 
iretation be similarly disqualified; and, being so, is 
ich literal interpretation a forced one? Knowing 
earned you are, and seeing how strangely you rea- 

feel strongly inclined to borrow from Fostus, the 
'k which he made to Paul; and which, with a sim- 
lange of name, would, perhaps, be quite as much in 
1, here, as it was manifestly out of season in the 
)f the apostle. I assure you. Sir, there is no impro- 
r, whatsoeyer, in the juxta-position of the terms 
ral " and ** forced." Depend upon it, they have 

very lawfully together. Their union, believe me, 
kracterised by mutual perfect consent and congenial- 
ad warrants my most earnest expostulation against 
ivorce with which you seem to threaten them. But 
e put the case in a point of view, which, I humbly 
:, can hardly fail to come home to you. There was 
e, Sir, when England went by the appellation of the 
's Ass — a title so flattering, it would appear, that 
ind your priestly brethren — and other priests, dis- 
fully identified with you in principle, though they 
rn you by name—are moving — I would not say 
en, but another place — and earth, to render her 
tiy of ity again. Should it come to even so glorious 
s — and I acknowledge that there exists some warn- 
igus of an approach towards such a consummation 
ould it come, I say, to such a pass — should England 
ish again, as the ass of his holiness, the Pope — what 
d you denominate the literal interpretation of the 
iphantly recovered title? Would you not call 
forced one? Would you not call it a forced 
pretation, to say that once Protestant England 
changed into the quadruped with long ears, and 

bray, and patient enduring temper, bridled and 
led for some Pio Nono to sit astride upon? This 
d be the literal interpretation of the title, and would 
•t be a forced one? Men sometimes go by \.Vvq M\\Xfi^ 
rpents, bogs, and bears. Would not tlie Yv\fiw\ \\i- 
9tatioB, in such instances as these , \>q aioxoA^ ^\l^\ 
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When a man evidently argues for yictory-y and not 
for truth — endeavours to pass fiction off for fact, and tc 
convert fact into fiction — suppresses evidence, or dis- 
honestly attempts to colour it; if we call such a one a 
Jesuit, though he be not literally so, will not the literal 
interpretation of our language be a forced one? Will 11 
not be a forced interpretation of our language to conclude 
that he literally belongs to that proteus class of human^ 
ity, the members of which assume any shape they are 
commanded to take, from the family menial to the con* 
lessor of sovereignty — possess the bodies, limbs, headg; 
and hearts of men, without even so much of the volition 
as the very African slave occasionally retains — cultivate 
their intellectual faculties to a height, the most apt 
measurement of which, is the depth to which th^ 
moral faculties are abased — hold the violation of the 
most honoured claims of society, and of the most sacred 
laws of God, a merit, as a sacrifice of humility and obed^ 
ience, accorded towards the will of him who is the head 
of the heart-and-soul debauched fraternity? Thus, Sir, 
you see, I hope, that an interpretation may be literal and 
yet forced; and forced, believe me, is the literal interpre- 
tation of our Saviour's words — forced, by the testimony 
of the substances themselves; forced, by the irreverence 
with which, as recorded in Scripture, they were treated 
in one of the primitive churches; forced, from the per- 
fect silence which John, James, Jude, and Peter hav€ 
observed, with regard to the Lord's Supper; forced, from 
the comments of Paul; and forced from the declaration 
of Him who gave utterance to them. '* I shall not drinli 
henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day wheo 
I drink it new with you in my Father's kingdom." 

The rest of your second lecture is devoted to the gra* 
tuitous task of attempting to refute the theory that thfl 
verb ** is,*' as employed in " the words of institution," 
is convertible into the verb ** represents." The true in* 
terpretation of our Saviour's words depends upon ground 
far stronger than that oi mete TretWV w\l\<ikm — ^fact 
You say that the Supper ^\i\c\i ^w« 0^>«^^\si\\Mivs 
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IS that of the Lord's institntiug. You administer bread 
and wine. You dare not take your oath that, (According 
(0 the evidence of your senses, it is anything but bread 
tod wine that you administer! You dare not! If you 
did, I tell you, point blank, that you would be foresworn! 
Don't instance what you believe! I deal, alone, with 
fiat you know! I speak to fcbcts, I demand of you- 
to produce the evidence of your senses — senses, similar 
to what the apostles enjoyed, when they saw that it was 
bread which Christ gave them; and knew, from the 
testimony of their palates, that it continued to be bread; 
when they saw that it was wine with which Christ filled 
the cup, and knew from the testimony of the same organ 
ihat it was wine which they drank from the cup. I am 
aware of the Roman Catholic shuffle— ''The senses are 
not to be relied on!" Miserable juggle! If then, in the 
ease of the apostles, the wine and the bread underwent 
no particle of change, which their senses could detect; 
what Could they possibly infer, from our Saviour's words, 
except that those substances were the mere types of His 
^odj and blood? Does Ue tell them that they are 
changed? No; on the contrary, He establishes the ab- 
^enee of change with regard to each of the substances, 
by expressly affirming that fact, with regard to one of 
th^n — *' I shall drink no more of this fruit of the vine;'* 
while Paul takes ample care of the other-r— " As often as 
ye eat this bread," etc. — ** Whosoever shall eat this 
thready" etc.p>-'' So let them eat this bread,'' etc. The 
true interpretation of our Saviour's words depends, Sir, 
upon &ct, and not upon verbal criticism — fact, as re- 
ganla the evidence of the bread and wine, themselves; 
&et, as to what is alleged with regard to the bread by 
Paul; and, with regard to the wine by Christ. Upon 
ground, therefore, no less solid than absolute fact — 
ground that excludes all tampering, on the score of mere 
bdief—- our Saviour's words are properly interpreted, 
.only when they are received in a figurative sense; and, 
aeeordin^]^^ the propositions — "This ia tn'j \>o^y^ — 
f'jr^if ia my blaod"^^when seripturaWy \iTL^et^Vi^^> 
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find their equiyalent paraphrases in the mare extended 
propositions — "This is my body in the type of bread** — 
*< This is my blood in the type of wine" — just as the 
blood and flesh of the sacrificial lamb, were the types of 
the body and the blood of Christ If yon ask me why 
onr Sayiour did not expressly declare as mnch, I demand 
of you, where was the necessity, w^ek the facts spokI 

TOB THEUSELTES? 

Contemplate, Sir, the occasion upon which the Loid^S 
Supper was instituted. That occasion ought to enlighten 
you. Bo you see nothing in it? — ^no reference wbatso- 
ever to the bread and the wine? — ^no oyidence that the 
offering of flesh and blood was ordained thenceforward^ 
to cease? Have you neyer weighed the import of oof 
Saviour's words " With desire I haye desired to eat this 
passoyer with you, before I suffer?" Whence this vehe- 
ment desire, if not because that passover was the last of 
which the believer should partake — .the dosing act of the 
old dispensation? — Had the so-called fathers of your 
church remained content with the work of the Spirit^ 
had they repressed their ambition to make and meddle, 
where doctrine, with respect to both faith and discipline, 
must, of necessity t have been complete — ^had they limited 
their labours to the object of ascertaining the intention 
of the divine mind by prayerfully studying the revela- 
tion, in which that intention is conveyed — had ihej 
persuaded themselves that the Church of God, as deline- 
ated by God Himself, must be perfect, and, accordingly, 
not only needed not, but forbade, modification or addi- 
tion, through the oflScious zeal of human interference; 
your church had then, perhaps, remained what she 
appeared to have been, when Paul addressed his first 
epistle to her, — the spouse of Christ; instead of becoming 
what she too soon commenced to be — ^the painted, patched, 
bedizened, and glozing adultress-leman of antichrist!— 
and you. Sir, perhaps had been a modest Scripture- 
bishop, preaching the Gospel, in simplicity and truth; 
instead of a many robed, mitred traditional priest, ex- 
posing yourself to castigation, at the hands of a pooi 
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playwright, by propagatiDg an odiously superstitious, 
idolatrous, and self-denouncing dogma, substituted for a 
rite of God's own founding — a rite which is as rational, 
as it is simple and inviting and endearingi The Lord's 
Supper, Sir, was instituted upon the occasion of the 
LAST PASSOVER, of which He, and His disciples should 
partake. The passover constituted one of the anticipa<r 
iory types of Christ; the sacrificial flesh and blood 
represented the flesh and blood of Christ. The antitype, 
DOW iaunediately approaching— the grand victim, now, 
being apoa the point of being offered up — the passover 
hsd performed its duty and was done with ; as well 
as every other sacrifice of blood that inculcated the 
looking for of Christ Blood — that since the fall of 
Adam had been shedding, in expectation of " the blood 
id sprinkling that speaketh better things than that of 
Abel," and with faith in the atoning efficacy of that 
blood — ^was now to be shed no more, when, the very 
next day, the sublime catastrophe, of which, for upwards 
of foar thousand years it had been the humble but fai th- 
iol herald, would bo accomplished in the immolation of 
God the Redeemer ! Now, Sir, as it had pleased the 
Almighty, that, through types, consisting of flesh and 
blood. His people should be kept in mind of the atone- 
ment while it was yet to come; how consistently with 
the divine economy, might it please Him, by the estab- 
lishing of new types — types that did not consist of flesh 
and blood — to keep them in mind that the atonement 
had been accomplished, and, consequently, that all 
necessity for the former had passed away? — Your dogma 
is as manifestly a reversal of the design of God, as it is 
obviously an insult to human reason, and an imposition 
upon human credulity! The wine and the bread of 
your altar, Sir, are idols, in no wise differing, as such, 
from those, which the Israelites fashioned out of an ash, 
or an oak. The wine may be the remnant of what you 
drank at table; the flour, the remains of what was used 
to make your pastry; as the wood which the Israelite 
worshipped was the stock of the tree, with which ho 
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made a fire to warm himself, or to cook his meat witba 
I should wonder, Sir, that a priest of your church shoul 
never have faltered in lifting the cup to his lip, were i 
not for reflecting upon that shutting of the eyes and ( 
the heart, which Isaiah so fearfully describes in his 4Ai 
chapter, and as fearfully illustrates in the 29th verse 
''He feedeth on ashes. A deceived heart hath turne 
him aside, that he cannot deliver his soul, nor say, ' 1 
there not a lie in my right handf " Tou may objec 
that the idol of the heathenish Israelite was the imagi 
of an unknown god, while yours, as you allege, is thi 
embodiment of the true God; but this does not meut 
the matter. Nay, your sin is the more offensive, inasi 
much as, professing to know the true God,ydu tnocA; aiM 
dishonour Him! Besides, the idolatry of the wood ws 
obviously less brutishly degrading; because, possessioi 
form and feature, through the gifts of the worshipper, t 
differed from the tree whence it was taken; while thi 
wine and the wafer, out of which you pretend to foni 
your God, possess not the shadow of any distinctiv) 
characteristic which could prevent them from beinj 
confounded or indentified with the substances whid 
supply them? 

I have done, /or the present, with your second lectnn 
upon transubstantiation ; and now proceed to examiiM 
your third and last* 






THIRD LECTUBE. 



THE cardinal's EXTRAORDINARY NOTION OF THE 
NATURE OF ANALOGY AGAIN. 

The first ten pages of your third lecture are occu- 
pied with a series of appeals to analogy — for which you 
jMem to entertain a most infatuated fondnesS; notwith 
•tending the coyness, with which, to the conviction of 
all eyes except your own, it invariably treats you. Yon 
instance the changing of water into wine ; the feeding of 
multitudes with a few loaves of bread, etc.; our Saviour'sr 
walking on the water ; His commanding the elements ; 
fiis raising the dead, and his cleansing the leper. These 
•—and you might have quoted sundry other miracles-— 
yon adduce in proof that a *^ contradiction of the laws of 
nature, or an apparent violation of philosophical prin* 
fApUs,^* ought not to constitute a ground for doubting, 
tluit the bread and wine of the Lord's Supper are the 
flesh and blood of Christ. What Christian, Sir, ever 
disgraced himself, so brutishly, as to state, that " opposi- 
tion to philosophical principles, or to the laws of nature" 
had anything to do with the matter ? What Christian 
ever dared to assert that Christ— or the Almighty— could 
not haye performed the miracle which your church 
alleges Him to have worked ? His ability to do so is 
never brought in question ! It is the alleged miracle, 
itself, that is disputed. Produce the evidence of the 
miracle ; and, one and all, we believe. Place it on a 
footing with any one of the recorded miracles of Christ, 
and it is granted. Is it within the scope of possibility to 
class your miracle with those which yow \i«vft «vv>MSi'5St- 
sied ? The governor of the marriage iea;B\. to^i^ N^vaa^ 
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and not water; the disciples saw Christ walking upon 
the sea, and received him bodily into their ship; they 
heard him command the tempest to cease, and witnessed^ 
with attesting awe, that it instantly obeyed Him ; the 
dead rose up, the living; the leper became the clean! 
Upon evidence so irresistible, that infidelity itself believed 
to the full extent of what was done, " the laws of nature, 
and the principles of philosophy" bowed and gave way 
at a word, or a sign from the God of nature ! For the 
body and the blood, your church ean produce no atom of 
such evidence ; but shews us, in their stead, mere bread 
and wine ! What we know to be bread and wine, we 
must believe to be flesh and blood! Did Christ leave the 
wine to the belief of the governor of the feast] — or th« 
food to the belief of the multitude?^— or His walking on the 
sea, and stilling the tempest, to the belief of the disciples 1 
— or the raising of the dead to the belief of their friendsl 
—or the cleansing of the leper, to the belief of the 
diseased, or of those who saw him healed? What were 
you about when you thought of appealing to evidence 
which, as you ought to have known, would no sooner 
open its mouth than it would denounce your dogrd& 1 
What but *' strong delusion" could possess you, to run 
your rotten bark right upon a reef, with the view oi 
saving it? There is not one of these miracles whieh 
you have quoted — there is n6t one solitary miracle oi 
Scripture — that does not give the lie to your dogma ! 

You demand of those who deny the truth of your 
dogma " What becomes of the Trinity? — what becomes oj 
the incarnation of Our Saviour? what of His birth from 
a virgin? and, in shorty what of every mystery oj 
religion?'' All these mysteries, Sir, are safe enough, 
though your dogma had been strangled, as it ought to 
have been, in the birth; or were to be put out of the 
world to-morrow! We have the Father, the Son, and 
the Spirit, and yet one God, proclaimed by Christ 
Himself; and the incarnation and the birth of Christ are 
established by the evidence, of both ordinances. There 
is not a single christian mystery, for our belief in "which 
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e cannot adduce the warrant of arguments, which, for 
leir solidity, are farther removed from those, with 
hieh you endeavour to commend your dogma to ere- 
ence, than adamant is, from vapour! You argue 
tnngely for one who professes to helieve in the Word 
f God, when you thus insinuate the possihility of dig- 
nUng some of the main doctrines of that word, in case 
be dogma of transubstantiation be made a subject of 
uestion! That dogma must be questioned Sir — denied 
•4pumed — execrated — by every man or woman who re- 
ognises the integrity of revealed religion— who believes 
bat the Bible is the voice of God; for it is no less an* 
npugning of the unity and perfection of God's own 
rord, than it is an outrage against human reason— 
zeept, indeed, where <' strong delusion'' has converted 
the light that is within us into darkness," becauso wo 
have not received the love of the truth that" we 
might be saved!** 



HB GABDINAL RECURS TO BIS GROSS lilSRKPRESBNT- 
ATIOK OF THE COMDUOT OF THE DI80IFLES. 

In the course of weaving this precious tissue of so- 
histry, you glance again at the 6th of John, in order, as 
; were, to prove, to all who can exercise their intellect- 
al vision, the total obscuration of your own. Tou say 
Furthermore, we find Eim making this great test of 
lis false and true disciples; that the first, as we read 
I the 6th chapter of John, went away from Eim, 
marking < This is a hard saying, and who can hear 
/ and the second remained faithful, in spite of their 
H being able to comprehend His doctrine'^ Where do 
)a find your warrant for this latter statement? Pro- 
lee it! I defy you! But go on. "Wherefore, He for- 
jilly approved of the twelve, saying, < Have I not 
KMienyou twelve?'" Mutilation still! WhiBre is the 
8t1 Why don't you give the whole of what our Sav- 
nr says?— Why don't you fill up " the compliment? " 
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Why do you avoid adding *' and one of you is a devil''—- 
Our Saviour's words are " Have I not chosen you twelve^ 
and one of you is a devil?" Here is a question, consist- 
ing of two inseparable clauses, and you make no scruple 
of cutting off one of them! Why? Because it places 
^he whole passage in a totally different light from that, 
in which you would fain persuade us to view it! Is this 
the proceeding of a man who argues for the truth, at 
who believes iu the truth of the cause which he advocates? 
But proceed: '^ Though evidently in some darkness and 
perplexity, they persevered and remained attached to 
Him." Where do you catch a glimpse of this '< darkneis 
and perplexity?" Shew us! Put your finger on the 
verse, sentence, phrase, or word, that indicates darknett 
and perplexity! If "darkness and perplexity" exis^ 
thoy ought to be found in the reply of Peter, who, with 
his accustomed readiness, undertakes to answer for thd 
apostles, and here it is — " Lord to whom shall we gol 
Thou hast the words of eternal life; and we believe, and 
are sure, that thou art that Christ, the Son of the liviog 
God." I see neither perplexity nor darkness hereJ 
neither can any one else — that can see! You add, 
**they yielded up their judgment and reason to Hia 
authority." One would imagine that you were think- 
ing of your flock, more than of the apostles, when, in con- 
fidence of your infallible authority to teach, you concocted 
this precious proposition! For shame. Sir! From fint 
to last the apostles never yielded up an inch of their 
"judgment and reason!" They had been devoid of 
reason and judgment had they disputed His authority* 
established as that authority was, to the conviction of 
their reason and judgment! There is not a doctrine^ 
Sir — there is not a miracle or a mystery of Christianity^ 
our belief in which is not based as firmly upon reason 
and judgment, as upon the revelation of GodI You 
malign our religion. Sir! You insult it! You might «a 
well tear, into pieces, the record in which it is delineated* 
fully and definitely , and scatter them to the winds; aa 
attempt to propagate, the monstrous and blasphemow 
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'tbnder that it demands any, the least, sacrifice of reason 
and judgment! Did it, how in the name of common 
981186 could we " he retudy to give an anstoe^'for the hope 
that is in us!" Where did you study theology? What 
ctmon of theology could possibly lead you to the eon- 
dosion that our God would ever call upon His creatures 
to desecrate, so brutally, two of the noblest features of 
the likeness in which it pleased Him to create them? 

You continue — " Our Saviour had accustomed them 
to tAtf argument on every occasion — * Although the thing 
May appear impossible to us, as our divine Master 
says it, it must he so,^ ** You! — you, a luminary in 
divinity, write thus! — ^write thus with the record at your 
fingers' ends! — ^the record in which we are presented 
▼ith instance upon instance, where our Saviour's doo- 
trine is the subject of question, and even of dispute, on 
tiie part of His apostles! Peter resists Him when He 
foretells His passion, and contradicts Him when He 
asserts that the discipleswill forsake Him; there is demur 
when He declares that a rich man cannot enter into 
the kingdom of heaven; Philip says "Lord, shew us the 
Father, and it sufficeth us/' Is it thus that numbers of 
a company, enjoined to receive, without rhyme or rea- 
son, whatsoever was taught them, would venture to act? 
Christ, Sir, did not deal with His followers, as your 
diureh conducts herself towards hers; demanding a slav- 
ish, brutish surrender of their senses and reason! ** Can 
we believe then,*^ you continue, '* that on this one occa- 
sion of the institution of the Eucharist, He made use of 
■es^^ressions, the only key to whose right interpretation 
-was to be precisely the inverse of this, their usual argu- 
Hkentf namely^ ^Although our divine Master says * This 
is My body and blood,* because the thing is impossible^ 
it cannot be soV*^ How strangely, but most clearly, 
though inadvertently, you, here, place your dogma in 
the proper point of view! — You unreservedly declare it 
to be founded upon an impossibility I — Truth will out ! 
But do you think the impossibility that bread could be, 
«t ona and the same time, breaid and flesh, and that 
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wine could be, at one and the same time, wine 
blood, ever entered Into the thoughts of the aposi 
Do you think that the apostles could haye been 
destitute of common apprehension as to suppose tha 
was His real flesh and blood that Christ presentee 
them 1 Do you think that receiving " the love of 
truth " as they did, they were so visited with '' str 
delusion,'' as mentally to concoct a lie, and believe ii 
be the truth! Can you imagine that they were so bi 
ishly stolid, as to foncy that their iKurd was sacriflc 
Himself before His time! — that they were receiving 
glorified body, before it was glorified— ihvkt on the a 
tion of the I^t Supper — on the eve of the crucifixioi 
Christ was alrecidy sacrifi/eed, buried^ and rau 
again, on the third day! In a word, do you believe 1 
the apostles received our Saviour's words in a lit 
sense; when their eyes, their palates, and their ears 
eulcated the proper sense-^the figurative one! Alas, 
you must believe it; for, to admit a doubt of it, on ^ 
part, were to inflict a gash upon the throat of pri 
craft! What would become of your church, could 
dupes but once suspect their true and most degraded 
well as' most dangerous, state) — could they catcl 
glimpse of the fact that her priests, instead of b< 
helps, are clogs and impediments? — could they r 
aright, the words of Christ — ** No man can come v 
me, except the Father draw him?" — could they beli 
in God, in preference to believing in man?--could t 
muster up courage enough, to brave the frown of t 
church, and fling away the lie, and clasp the trut 
oould they make up their minds that, to be drawi 
Christ, the power of the Father by the declaratioi 
God Himself, is sufficient for them, without the hel; 
such paltry aid, as their priests seduce them to relyu{ 
Sir, you deal with the Lord of the Universe, as you i 
not deal with a lord of clay I His power, His mercy, 
bounty. His collected infinite attributes, as regards 
creature8f are a nullity, w\t\\o\xt tVva co-operation of 
Roman Catholic priest, in '^te^«tVn% \\v^ ^SsixsdGkSNNd 
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^Sternal life is promised only to those who worthily 
partake of the blessed Eucharist " ! !1 



THE DTTEGRITT OF SORIPTUBE QUESTIONED, THAT THE 
CARDINAL MAY MAINTAIN HIS DOGMA. 

Tou labour, at some length, to establish a resemblance, 
in XM)int of difficulty, between the doctrine of the Trinity, 
ind that of transubstantiation. Tou write *<Who will 
pretend to say that he can by any stretch of his imagina- 
tion, or his reason, see how, by possibility, three persons, 
in one God, can be but one Godhead.*' Taking your 
statement of the proposition, I should like to know how 
'* three persons in one God'^ can be otherwise tlian one 
Godhead! You mean, I suppose, to say *^how three 
. persons can be one." Sir, without any, the least, stretch 
of my imagination, or reason, I can believe these three 
parsons to be one, when God Himself tells me so. When 
CkMl the Son commands baptism, << in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost;" and 
when God declares, again and again, that there is no 
otder God beside Himself; and when He thus estab- 
lidies unity between these three essences; I can im- 
pUeitly believe, without any violent exertion of my 
nason or imagination, that these three essences are only 
three distinct revelations of the Godhead. If I desire 
ttUateral proof, and look for it, I can hardly read a 
diapter of the Holy Book, but I find that proof in the 
naming of some operation, attributed especially, to the 
lather, or to the Son, or to the Spirit. You continue 
**!£ the contradiction — ^the apparent contradiction to the 
laws of nature, is so easily received, without being un- 
derstood by us, here, is it ifo be a principle for rejecting 
soother doctrine, as clearly laid down in Scripture?" This, 
Sir, let me tell you, is nothing less than an audacious 
begging of the question! Your dogma is not laid 
down, 4U aH in Scripture! No dogma, \a\^ d^oN^Ti vck 
Seripture^ approaebea absurdity, for \e&a \dL«ii\!\^^ 
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itself with it, as yours does! Search Scripture from 
Genesis to Revelation, you <»nnot find a parallel for 
your dogma, far less that dogma itself! You meet, in 
Scripture, with contradictions, apparent contradictions, 
to the ordinary laws of nature; but no where, in that re- 
velation of the Creator, do you meet with the shadow 
of a contradiction to the laws which it proclaims-^ 
and such a contradiction, and outrageously such, is 
your dogma! Your dogma asserts that the wine and 
bread are changed, and the bread and wine the;mselves' 
give the lie to that assertion, and Christ and Paul sub- 
stantiate what the wine and bread affirm! Becklesslj, 
you proceed — ** And if the doctrine of the Eucharist, 
which is more plainly expressed than if' — ^the doctrine of 
the Trinity! The doctrine of the Eucharist more plainly 
expressed than the doctrine of the Trinity! — a doctrine^ 
reiteratedly proclaimed, less plainly expressed than a 
dogma that is never once so much as mooted! — ^Well? 
"is to be rejected on such grounds" — contradiction to 
the laws of nature — " how is it possible, for one moment,' 
to retain the other?" ! ! ! Fie, Sir! Down with revealed 
religion! The axe to the tree of Christianity!— Away 
with it, root and branch, in case your dogma cannot be 
grafted into it! I ! You have but one plea, Sir, for 
adopting so irreverent a line of argument as this; bat 
it is a plea which you can only be pitied for possessing. 
But proceed: " Its very idea" — that of the doctrine of 
the Trinity — "appears, at first sight, repugnant to every 
law of number, and no philosophical, mathematical, or 
speculative reasoning will ever show how it possibly can 
be'* — Neither will such reasoning shew how five thousand 
hungry people could be fed with five barley loaves and* 
two little fishes, and leave twelve baskets full of frag- 
ments! — ** You are contented then to receive this impor*' 
tant dogma, shutting your eyes as you should do, to it» 
incomprehensibility. You are content to believe it, be- 
cause the revelation of it, from God, was confirmed by the 
authority of antiquity" — ^.way mWv ^m^Vjl blaaijhemy!" 
-Afltiquity.'— Traditionl— Biomaii twij^\\I\wv^%»JOK!LwX'^ \sa 
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tiie reyelaiion of the living God! We are indebted, Sir^ 
to antiquity, hut only as the appointed passive insiru- 
mint of God, in preserving the New Testament, and 
handing it down to us; but not one jot farther may we 
acknowledge it to be our creditorl The New Testament 
anUhorises itself! In this respect, authoritative antiquity 
ueased, the moment the last of the apostles laid down the 
pen. From that moment, the sons of all succeeding 
generations, capable of deciphering the Book, or of 
imderstanding the language in which it might be read to 
them, were placed upon a level; equally amenable to it; 
equally commanded to search it; equally promised the 
help of the Spirit, in their endeavours to comprehend it; 
equally forbidden, under the pain of damnation, to graft 
any new dogma upon it! As regards all access to the 
lig^t of revelation, not an iota of difference exists between 
the experience of Ignatius or Clement, and yours or 
mine; though you and I can only read, in the year 
eighteen hundred and fifty, what in the year fifty, or 
sixty, was actually heard or seen by them! Be assured, 
Sir, that, in this instance, God is no more a respecter of 
persons, than He has declared Himself to be, in every 
Cfther. Go back even to Genesis, and tell me, if, as re- 
gards the inspiration of every page, you and I do not 
stand upon a footing with the Israelites, who looked 
npon the face of him that wrote the book! 

Beyond what is to be found unmistakeably set down 
in the record of the Spirit, there is no doctrine, Sir^ 
either of faith or discipline, which the Christian may 
tolerate without peril. If antichrist shewed his face in 
the times of the apostles, how much bolder might he be 
expected to wax, when the check of their personal pr&r 
fsexkce was withdrawn. If he infused the spirit of envy, 
and contention, and cowardice, especially into one branch 
of the general church — the Roman — during the residence 
of Paul in the Eternal City—" Some preach Christ out 
of envy and contention," — again, *•' At my first answer^ 
no man stood with me, but all men iotaooVL xa^. Tw^\. 
it majrnot be laid to their charge! " lf,l sa.^^^civN.vJ^'tvsX* 
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made sucli ioroads in the Roman branch of the commo! 
church — ^for, scripturally, she can lay daim to no highe 
title — ^^'hen Paul was at the very door; what, I ask you 
might be expected, when the Christians of Rome had laii 
him, fast and sure, in his grave, and a comparatively dea 
stage was left for the speculation and enterprise of craft] 
and ambitious men. Soon did she cause herself to b 
proclaimed the presiding church! In the first centur} 
was it not? By degrees, she forced her sister churches- 
older than herself'— to acknowledge her jurisdictioi 
Antiquity! — Roman antiquity! Your antiquity confirm 
ing the revelation of God! ! ! It would become you bettei 
Sir, to inform us that we are indebted to antiquity fb 
knowing that daylight is an emanation from the snn 
The Bible, Sir, itself, is the only competent voucher fo 
the truth of the Bible! The Bible, Sir, itself, is the onl 
competent expounder of the Bible! — God, in answer t 
the prayer of faith, according us the light by which 
alone, it can be read. Men read it differently? I knoi 
they do; but I am nowise perplexed at the fact, when 
learn from the Bible that there are those to whom ^ i 
is not given to know the mysteries of the kingdom c 
God." How many prefer the strait gate and the nai 
row way] Christ answers, "Few!" It is an appallin 
answer; but it came from the lips of the living Godi ] 
is to be found more than once in the Old Testament; 8n< 
more than once, is its truthfulness illustrated there- 
tremendously illustrated? — and no less with regard totfa 
priesthood, than to the laity of Israel. The sam 
frequency of reiteration, in both respects, is to be m( 
with in the record of the New Dispensation. "No^ 
your church is fond of comparing notes, in reference 1 
numbers. Would it not be politic, think you not, to « 
press the passion? Does a suspicion never cross her, tha 
in indulging it, as she does, she is pointing, by a Strang 
infatuation, to the broad instead of the narrow wa} 
You constantly and incontinently exult in the excess < 
j^onr subscribing miUiona. IVievi \i\3L^<b ^TdcraLut you coi 
ti Dually advance as an argwrnenX iot ^^TSi\si^Tv^ 
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tism! If, Sir, in ordinary cases, it is generally 
d the more prudent course to keep out of a 
think you, that, in the instance of your church, 
ss so — the more especially as Christ, Himself, 
shes us of danger? "What!" you may exclaim, 

we have the promise, that ' The earth shall be 
the knowledge of the Lord, as the waters coyer 
" " Not a doubt of it, Sir!— but when? When 
Q of the truth — by which, and by which ahnef 
id can be saved — shall "cover the earth as the 
cover the seal'* — When tradition shall be flung 
) sea, and the Bible shall reign all over the earth, 

the nations shall beat their swords into plough- 

re is a likelihood of our soon arriving at that 
consummation, is there not, while your church 
es to be the dominant one? — the more especially, 
ne of the first acts of her proper and only head 
bless the sword — the sword of a foreigner — by 
his restoration to his blasphemous throne — if 
ion it may bo called — was accomplished!— -Time 
en he could wield his own — ^and a weapon of 
and edge, well fleshed, was that holy sword— ^ 
3Come by the judgment of God, no better than a 
L his hand! But that rush, itself, must go; and 
id — feeble as it is — that flourishes it, must go; 
idolatry or policy that abets the owner of the 
d the hand, must go; in a word, antichrist, or, to 
b thoroughly home, the entire Roman Catholic 
must go; '* before the earth shall be full of the 
}ge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea!*' 
', before that time arrive, "wo" must come "to 
lat cmU evil good, and good evil; that put dark- 
r light, and light for darkness; that put bitter 
}t, and sweet for bitter; that are wise in their own 
id prudent in their own sight;" that "justify the 
for reward, and take away the righteousness of the 
IS from him." And what foUo^wa \^ ^o^Wj 
— '^ Therefore, as the fire devouielYv. \,\i€> ^\.\3M^^^ 
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and tbe flame consumeth the cliaff; so their root shall be 
as rottenness, and their blossom shall go up as the dust; 

BBOAUSE THEY HAVE OAST AWAY THE LAW OF THE LOBD 

OF Hosts, and despised the word of the Holy One 
OF Israel!" Your church, Sir, aoou^ec^^y despises the 
Word of the Holy One of Israel! No? She denies its 
all-sufficiency! She casts suspicion upon ''the Holy 
Word!" She mutilates it! She misinterprets it! She 
labours and strains to render it subservient to carnal 
purposes, in spite of its own declaration that it deals in 
things exclusively spiritual! What call you this, I 
pray, if it be not ** despising the Word of the Holy One 
of Israel?" 

And now what is the inference which you draw from 
the master-piece of precious pleading which has provoked 
these comments? "And therefore if you** — ^those who 
believe in the Trinity — "wish not to be assailed in it by 
* the same form of reasoning and arguments as you use 
' against us, you must renounce this method; and, simply 
' because it comes from the Revelation of God, receive the 
' real presence, at once, in spite of the apparent contra- 
' diction to the senses." Apparent contradiction? Posi- 
ti'oe contradiction. Sir, if the truth is spoken! Positive 
by the express declaration of Christ — of Paul!-— by the 
stubborn evidence of the bread and wine themselves!— 
evidence, so stubborn, that a man must be smitten with 
the judgment of God, before he can be rendered blind to 
it! — ** For He hath revealed it who hath the words o1 
'eternal life."^ — Rather, He hath denied it, who hatb 
the words of eternal life — denied it by His own lips- 
denied it by, the lips of the most glorious of His aposUef 
— ^instructed not mediately, through the mouth of Petei 
or John, or through that of any other of the twelve; bui 
by the glorified, yet descending Redeemer Himself! . 

Your next paragraph is of a piece with the preceding 
one; but here it is — " It is repeatedly said that such j 
' miracle as that of the Eucharist — the evidence of Christ' 
* body, in the way we suppose it to be there.*' — **Sup 
pose!" — This is a slight approximation to the troth 
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[)id you intend it?—'' is contrary to all that our senses, 
' or that experience can teach ns. Now, suppose a hea- 
' then philosopher had reasoned in that manner, when 
'the mystery of our Saviour's inearuation, the union 
< of God with man, was first proposed to him hy the 
'apostles, he would have had a perfect right to disbelieve 
' it, on such grounds; for he would have had, not merely 
'theory, but the most uninterrupted experience on his 
* side; he could have said, it is a thing that never hap- 
opened, which we cannot conceive to happen; and, oon« 
'sequently, so far as the unanimous testimony of all 
' mankind, to the possibility, or impossibility, of the doc- 
' trine goes, it is perfectly decisive." Here you hypo- 
thetically represent the miracle of our Lord's incarnation 
Qsresting upon evidence, purely human. What is the use of 
aigning in such a style as this? Can any rational man en- 
tertain, for a moment, a doubt that, upon such evidence, the 
miracle would be discredited! You cast revelation wholly 
oat of view! You keep thoroughly out of sight the thrice 
repeated, express promise of the miracle; the multitude 
of texts that refer to that promise, and circumstantially 
set forth the results which should attend upon its fulfil- 
ment; the host of miraculous occurrences which attested 
that fulfilment, and the arrival of the foretold results; 
the superhuman power with which the apostles were 
endowed, in proof of the genuineness of their mission, 
and of the truth of what they taught; in a word, you 
instance a doctrine, with respect to which we have proofs 
upon proofs, that though it involved an infraction of 
"the laws of nature;'Mt was, notwithstanding, true; and 
yon attempt to assimilate to it, a dogma, incapable of a 
ihadow of proof that it ever molested those laws with 
the slightest symptom of disturbance! — But proceed — 
"When therefore any mystery is revealed by God, and 
' the observation applies chiefly to those mysteries which 
' have their beginning in time, such as the incarnation, 
'it is evident that, up to that time, there must be against 
'it all the code and canon of laws, called the law of 
'oatufe* which o^n be deduced solely from experience 
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* and philosophical observation; for as the law of nature 
' is composed of that code of rules, by which experience 
' shows ns nature is constantly guided, it is manifest that 
' experience not having given us examples of such a fact. 
' the laT^s of nature must necessarily appear to stand in 

* contradiction to the mystery." How affluent you are 
in words when you can afford to waste them thus, it 
Betting forth the simple proposition, that a mystery/ hein^ 
opposed to the common laws of nature is incapable oj 
being maintained by any appeal to those laws! — a self- 
evident truth. And, as usual, you are most perfectlj 
unconscious that you are arguing all the while againsi 
yourself !-— doing all you can to prove that your dognu 
is the merest fiction ! No 1 Why, you assert that ii 
involves a violation of the laws of nature; but will yoi 
undertake to prove that it does so? Tou assert that th< 
bread and wine are changed into the body and blood o 
the Lord; but will you undertake to demonstrate th 
change? We affirm that it is only bread and wine tha 
you receive; you object that what you receive have onl; 
the appearances of these substances. Will you put th 
matter to the test? Will you submit the substances t 
chemical analysis, after the change which you alleg 
them to have undergone? What think you would b 
the result? Would the analysis present us with fles 
and blood, or with bread and wine ? With flesh an 
blood, of course, if the bread and wine be changed int 
those substances — if those substances retain only the ay 
pearance of what they were before the act of con seen 
tion! But what if, upon analysis, nothing except th 
elements that enter into the composition of bread an 
wine, appear? Will you then insist, that a change ha 
taken place? Will you then insist, that what we di 
cover are only the appearances of bread and wini 
Your dogma. Sir, asserts a miracle. Now, a miracle ; 
something more than a mystery. It is at once a mystei 
and a self-evident fact. The Pharisees who denied Chris 
could not deny his miracles. They weje things beyon 
the power of human nature to achieve; but, at the san 
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time, so palpable to human conviction, that it was im- 
possible to refuse credit to them. They were performed 
in the light of day, without any, the least, appliances 
that could leave room for the suspicion of connivance or 
trick; their witnesses were the eyes and ears of enemies, 
as well as of friends. While thousands, at the time, dis- 
puted the mission of Christ, no single individual ever 
refused credence to His miracles. Even the miracles of 
His apostles were founded upon such a basis of truth, 
that contemporary adversaries never dreamed of attempt- 
ing to dull their integrity with a breath of disbelief, or 
disparagement. Why? — Because that integrity depended 
upon the miracles themselves. Has your miracle a sim» 
ilar dependence? Does it contain, in itself ^ the proof of 
its being a miracle? Is it impossible for your adver- 
saries to deny that you perform the miracle? Does 
3f0ttr miracle bear even the most remote resemblance to 
any one miracle of Scripture? — nay, does it not surpass 
all the other lying miracles of your traditional church 
in self-evident hollowness, and outrageous audacity, of 
pretension. 

But will you submit the consecrated elements to 
chemical analysis? I know your reply — "It would be 
an act of sacrilege!" So it would, were it not a greater 
act of sacrilege in your church to supersede, with a lie 
and a fraud, the simple commemorative and confessional 
institution of the Lord Jesus Christ — a fraud; because 
she robs the creature of the privilege which the Creator 
conferred upon him — ^that of making his peace with his 
God, directly and independently, through faith in Jesus 
Christ; and a lie, because your miracle, without taking 
into account the condemnatory testimony of the Re- 
deemer and His apostles, supplies, of itself, the most 
unquestionable evidence, that it has not the slightest 
pretensions to truth! But it would be an act of sacri- 
hge to subject the consecrated elements to the test of 
analysis; and jet, in her practice, does your church pre- 
sent us with something very much akin to an analysis 
ci, at leasty one of them. It was her custom — and is so 
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still, I suppose, '< to give the B, sacrament to baptised 
children,'" administering it "to those who were quite 
infants by a drop from the chalice,** Will you assert, 
in the face of this drop that, after consecration, the con- 
tents of the cup have only the appearance of wine? 
This DROP, Sir, drowns your dogma! Wherefore hut a 
drop? If the contents of the consecrated chalice retain 
only the appearance of wine, why restrict infancy to a 
DROP? Why, Sir, except hecause your church is aware 
that hesides the mere appearance, the deleterious pro- 
perty of wine is present in the cup. Your Church dares 
give no more than a drop to infancy, and with this 
practical confession that the contents of the cup retain 
their deleterious property, she has the impudence to 
assert that the wine is changed into the blood of Christ, 
and is no longer wine, except in the single article d 
appearance! I need not point out the fatuitous, scan- 
dalous absurdity of admitting infancy to partake of the 
Lord's Supper •* in remembrance** of the Lord — to "*Aoic 
forth the death of the Lord till He come" — ^* discerning 
the body of the Lord!" I do not ask you to calculate 
how much of "the body, blood, soul, and divinity oi 
the Lord' "the drop" contains; or whether, while an 
entire Christ is needed by the soul, in an adult, a por- 
tion will suffice in infancy; or whether there be as many 
Christs in the cup, as the cup contains drops? I merely 
content myself with directing your attention to the 
quantity which the infant receives; and demand of yon 
to assign any reason for the limitation, except what pro- 
ceeds from the absolute knowledge that the deleterious 
property of wine is present in the cup, and that the 
assertion, that nothing but the appearance remain, is a 
lie — But go on. ** The only question is, cannot o 
mystery be performed by God.'' — A very necessary an<j 
becoming question I — ** or cannot it be revealed b^ 
Him?*' — Another, equally becoming and necessary! — 
" And is not that a sufficient modification of the laws oj 
nature?** This is a question of which I cannot make 
rhyme or reason for the life of me! ''And the more so 
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when it pleases God to make it dependent on a consistent 
however supernatural, actionV^ Do you mean to say 
Uiat your miracle has any thing to do with ''a con- 
sistent and supernatural action?*' It alleges the exist- 
ence of such an action; hut where is that action? Tour 
consecrated wine is as truly wine, as when it was poured 
from the bottle; your consecrated wafer, as truly flour, 
as when you were moulding it into the form of a wafer. 
Look! you see but wine and bread; swallow, you taste 
but wine and bread. '• Consistent and supernatural^ 
Supernatural in what, and consistent in what? Your 
miracle consists with no one miracle in Scripture! There 
is nothing supernatural in bread and wine! Neither is 
the virtue which you assign to your dogma supernatural, 
while to the apprehension of every one whom God has 
left at liberty to use his senses and reason, it crawls and 
stinks with all the rotten carnality of priestcraft. Heav- 
en is inaccessible without leave of the Roman Catholic 
priest! The bread and the cup arc virtueless, except he 
consecrate them; and *' Eternal life is promised only to 
those who worthily partake of the blessed Eucharist!" 
It is strange that the communicants of your church can- 
not catch a glimpse of the cloven foot. To say that it 
only peeps out, here, were idleness! It thrusts itself 
forth, with a caper! Will you say that the doctrine 
which you found upon your dogma is sanctioned by the 
warrant of God, when no gleam of such a doctrine 
appears in connection with the actual institution of the 
Lord's Supper — either in the recording of the institu- 
tion, or in the alluding to it? You will appeal again to 
the 6th of John!— Will you? while every verse that you 
rely upon expostulates with you — as, with the help of 
God I have unanswerably demonstrated — and disclaims 
and denounces your dogma! 

But, to digress for a moment. I find it stated in 
Milner's " End of Religious Controversy,^* — a work which 
consists of one tissue of the grossest sophistry, but most 
eanningly and'^peciously woven — I find it stated, there, 
that| *• in the twelfth century, only the officiating priests 
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and infants received under the form of wine; whiek 
discipline was confirmed at the beginning of ike 
fifteenth century, by the Council of Constance, w 
account of the profanations, and other evils, resulting 
from the general reception of it in that form.** I mui 
presume, then, that during the three interyening cen- 
turies, the cup was not always thus restricted ; and thtt 
.the Council of Constance confirmed the discipline of the 
twelfth century, in consequence of ^'profanationOKi 
other evils,** of the evidence of which, the church of the 
fifteenth century was directly cognisant. The nature of 
those " evils and prof anations ** may be readily divined; 
especially with help of the eleventh chapter of Corintlu- 
ans. But I shall prove to you, Sir — or if not to you, to 
every one whom God has left at liberty to use his reason 
—I shall prove that your church, in withholding tfai 
cup, is actuated by a more cogent motive, than anj 
which she has deemed it expedient to assign — a motive, '[ 
without which, she would never have dared to depart ^ 
from the form in which Christ, Himself, administered i 
the Supper, and commanded its observance, thereafter-— I 
the more especially, as she must know that the grounds ^ 
upon which she pretends to prove that, in the time of I 
the apostles, the example of our Lord was occasionally 
departed from, are not only wholly conjectural, but 
absolutely unmaintainable. Before you can establish 
the hypothesis, that it was the custom of the primiti?e 
church to communicate, even now and then, in only 
one kind — namely, the type of bread; you must prove 
that where the type of bread, alone, is named, the type 
of wine was not understood to follow — you must prove 
that the whole of any sermon may not be positively in- 
ferred from the mention of only a part of it. And here 
let me solicit your attention to the fact, that after the 
lapse of twenty-eight years, from the night upon which 
the Lord's Supper was founded, the church of Corinth 
was in the practice of communicating in both kinds; 
that the communicants were guilty of grossly abusing 
the Supper — especially as regarded the cup ; and tba^ 
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Ugh thej supplied, thereby, the strongest plea for 
withdrawal of the cup, the apostle — 1k>etter acquainted 
his duty than your church could possibly be with 
—makes mention of no such measure. Ponder this ! 
a fact, upon weighing which, I am fully warranted 
me to the conclusion, that never, during the exist- 
of the primitive church, was the Lord's Supper 
nistered in one kind only. Had the case been 
wise, Paul must have been aware of it ; and being 
c of it, he would have adopted that most obvious 
i of correcting the irregularity with which he 
:es the Corinthians. No, Sir ! It was left to your 
;h — mistress of heresies as she is — to change the 
utiou. Reckless as she has been in provoking the 
lema of the apostle, by preaching '' other doctrine," 
lannot be overcome with surprise at her inventing 
ler Lord's Supper. 

t why does your church withhold the cupl Because 
up denounces her dogma. If the wafer, as well as 
;up, be changed into the body, blood, soul, and 
ity of Christ, what need of the cup] It is super- 
s! — though Christ thought otherwise. And why 
Christ think otherwise 1 Because his view of 
cup bore no affinity, whatsoever, to that which 

church inculcates. But this is not all. If 
ty laymen communicate at your Supper, each re- 
s into himself an entire Christ; whereas, were the 

number to partake of the cup, a twentieth part of 
3t is all that would fall to the lot of each! Thus 
your dogma perish by the outrageous contradiction 
ibsurdity which it manifestly involves; and hence it 
id not from any apprehension that the contents 
t be spilled, or that ^^profanation and other evils^^ 
t attend the exhibiting of them; that the church of 
welfth century withheld the cup from the laity; and 
the Council of Constance, after the lapse of three 
Ired years, discovered the expediency of establishing 
practice by a formal confirmation. But the Supper 
ur church is, in every respect, a departure from that 
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of the Lord. He took bread, and brake it; your chnrch 
breaks no bread, in administering to the laity! — A whole 
wafer is not broken bread, any more than a whole loaf. 
Christ blessed the bread before he broke it, and then 
handed the fragments to his disciples ; your church 
blesses the wafers, which correspond with the fragments; 
and not the lump of dough out of which she makes them. 
The apostles participated; your communicants receive 
entire. The apostles partook of bread and wine as types 
of the separated body and blood of the Lord; your com- 
municants receive the body and blood of Christ united. 
In the Lord^s Supper the apostles contemplated a type of 
the Lord, extended upon the cross, when, the blood 
having streamed from His hands, and feet, and side, He 
gave up the ghost; your communicants recognise the re- 
union of His body and blood, together with His spirit. 
You teach your communicants to believe, that in cele- 
brating the Lord's Supper they adopt the only means of 
enjoying eternal life; Christ taught His apostles to un- 
derstand that His object in founding the rite, was, simply 
to supply them with an occasion of remembering Him 
Your church's Supper is no more the Lord's Supper than 
Mahomet is Christ, or than the god of the nether world 
is the God of Heaven! 

You now attempt to illustrate your preceding argu- 
ments by instancing the rite of baptism. It had beei 
prudent in you had you let that rite, or sacrament, 
alone. Your doctrine of baptism is priestcraft, as I shall 
presently prove. It has no place in the Word of Gk)d 
It is the genuine spawn of heresy. But let us hear wha1 
you say about it. 

** Or, to take an illustration from the sacrament o\ 
' baptism, who would say that, were it tried by the lawj 
' of nature, or even by the connection between the spiri 
' tual and material world, that sacrament would no' 
' stand, to all appearance, in contradiction with them.' 
This question, Sir, bears no relation whatsoever to bap 
tism, as instituted by Jesus Christ, which perfectly har 
monises with the laws of nature, and consists '< with th( 
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tonnection between the spiritual and the material world.*' 
It is the baptism of antichrist that you have in view— - 
the Roman rite which involves the blasphemous doctrine 
of " baptismal regeneration." Proceed—** Who will pre- 

* tend to say that there is any known connection between 

* the two orders of being, which could prove, or even 
'make it appear possible, that, by the bare action of 
' water, applied, with certain words, to the body, the soul 
'could be cleansed from sin, and placed in a state of grace 

* before God? " No man, Sir, can attach faith to a pro- 
position so monstrously unscriptural and absurd, except 
he be under the curse of ** strong delusion! *' Weill •* It 
' is manifest, on the contrary, that our experience in the 
' physical and material world would lead us to conclude 
'that such a thing could not be," — Ay; and our experi- 
ence in spiritual matters as well! " But has not God, 
4n this case, modified the laws of nature?'' — Not a jot; 
by any evidence that can be adduced from his Holy 
Word. ** Has he not allowed a moral influence to act 

* under certain circumstances?" Yes; but those circum- 
stances do not consist of **the bare action of water, ap- 
' plied with certain words to the body.*' Well ? ** Has 
'be not been pleased that, the moment the sacramental 
' act is performed, certain consequences should flow, as 
^ necessarily as any physical law must succeed to the act 

* that produces it?" Yes; though not from the sacra- 
mental act itself, but from causes that precede it, and 
give eflScacy to it, and of which that act is but the stipu- 
lated confessional seal. *' Has He not bound Himself by 
'a covenant, in the same manner as in the natural world, 
'that, when certain laws are brought into action, He will 
' give them their supernatural effect?" He has made no 
ftttch covenant with reference to baptism, irrespective of 
other and more important laws — **And does not the 
'same rule apply here?" No; for neither has He made 
any covenant whatsoever with respect to the Lord's 
Supper. " If lie who made the law of nature chooses to 
'make this modification of it'' — It has pleased Him to 
make no such thing in reference to baptism — " chooses 
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'to make certain effects dependent on certain spiritna] 

* causes.*' Water is not a spiritual cause! — ** It no moH 
•stands in opposition to it.** — What? I cannot under 
stand you! — Do you understand yourself] — "thanothei 
' superhuman exceptions to philosophical laws ; for both 

* stand exactly on the same grounds." If, by the term 
''both,*' you mean to indicate the dogmas of the Euchar- 
ist and baptismal regeneration, I perfectly agree with 
you that both stand on the same grounds — deducting the 
epithet " strong." For the strength of those grounds 1 
shall vouch no more than I would for that of the founda- 
tion which gives way when " the rain descends, and th€ 
floods come, and the winds blow,** and destruction over* 
whelms the house that is built upon it. As sure as the 
Word of God shall stand, till time shall be no more, tlu 
time will come when the rain, and the flood, and the 
wind, shall make an end of these, and every other pecu- 
liar dogma of your church; sweeping them utterly away 
and, along with them, the sand bank of priestcraft upoi 
which they have been erected! You will point, with i 
smile^ to the centuries during which they have stood 
Look to the church of Mahomet! — Look to the church o 
the Jews! — a church since the days of Abraham — 5 
church the first called of Christ, and now, in the nine 
tceuth century, stone-deaf to the voice of the Redeemer 
The durability of a church, any more than the multitude 
that compose it, affords no proof of the purity of it 
faith. There is only one church of which we can be sur 
— the church as delineated in the Book I That is th( 
church which is built upon a rock — the truth that Jesu 
is the Christ, the Son of the living God I That is th 
church against which the gates of hell shall not prevail 
That is the church which stands at this day, and toil 
stand to the end of time, perfect and fresh, as it left th 
hands of the Creator! Hell has sent forth her powers t 
the assault, but in vain. Under the banner of the crosi 
as well as of the crescent, have they menaced her, but ii 
vain. The open, as well as the still more odious cover 
enemy, has failed to make the slightest impression upo: 
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lier. She stands unshaken and un defaced, because she is 
the living building of the living God ! 

But, to return to your exposition of the sacrament of 
baptism — ^you saj, ** The soul can be cleansed from sin, 
'and placed in a state of grace before God, by the bare 

* action of water, applied, with certain words, to the 
'body." This doctrine, like sundry others of your church, 
is the genuine monstrous offspring of priestcraft, acting 
imder the influence of "strong delusion." You profess to 
found this dogma upon the words of Christ, in His in- 
terview with Nicodemus — »*^ Unless a man be born of 
water, and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the king- 
dom of God;" of which words you favour us with the 
following antiscriptural interpretation — ** Tliis is mani- 
'festly an explanation of the doctrine, teaching us that a 
'man must be born again, spiritually, through the agency 

• of water." Thus the explanation precedes the doctrine! 
Tour church propounds the doctrine, and Christ gives 
the explanation! I know not which to admire most— the 
decency or the probability of such a statement. I pre- 
sume you will not deny that it is adult baptism to which 
our Saviour here alludes. If you doubt it, 1 refer you to 
the fact, that Scripture presents us with no one in- 
stance of any other species of baptism — nay, that no 
other species of baptism is, any where, contemplated by 
the doctrine of Scripture. Now if, " by the bare action 
'of water, applied, with certain words, to the body, the 
'soul can be cleansed from sin, and placed in a state of 
'grace before God" — if such a result, I say, can be accom- 
plished by " the bare action of water applied with cer- 
tain words;" that result is manifestly independent of 
any other agency whatsoever! Admit contingency, and 
your dogma is not worth a rush! Either your dogma is 
'false — is one of the most outrageous fictions that was 
ever palmed off upon human credulity as a truth — or the 
consent of the person baptised, the previous state of his 
soul, his belief in Christ, or his disbelief in Christ, his 
belief even in God, or his disbelief in God — yea, his 
very knowledge of the name of God — are superfluous— 
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con tribute not a jot towards ** the cleansing of the soul 
from sin/* and '* the placing of it in a state of grace!" 
The result is accomplished independently and exola- 
sively *'hy the bare (iction of water, applied with 
certain words T* Where did your church discover this 
dogma? In her tradition; and her tradition is deriyed 
from the apostles! Can't you see that by assigning such 
an origin to it she damns her tradition? Will it he 
credited by any man, woman, or child — unvisited by 
** strong delusion" — that, what the apostles neither 
practised nor taught, can possibly be derived from the 
apostles? Point out a single instance in which baptism 
was administered by any one of them previous to the 
conversion of the recipient! Point out a single sentence 
in which any one of them recommends, or countenances, 
such a proceeding. I defy you! You appeal to Christ— 
*' Unless a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he 
cannot enter into the kingdom of God." Why do you 
blink the context? — You don't? But you do! Habit- 
inveterate habit — may render you unconscious of it; but 
you do it! *If your explanation of the text be true — ^if 
the text "is manifestly," as you say, "an explanation of 
the doctrine" — that is, of your doctrine — ^Hhat a man 
mv>st he horn again, spiritually, through the agency of 
water ^' — what becomes of the context in Mark — ^**He 
that believeth, and is baptised, shall be saved; he that 
believeth not shall be damned?" — Is this your reading of 
the text of John? Interpret that text as you interpret 
it, and what becomes of the context? The context and the 
text won't agree! Christ is at odds with Christ! In 
one place — ^accordingto your showing — He attributes the 
second birth to water alone; in another, He establishes 
the condition that helief must precede the applica- 
tion of water — and He makes this sufficiently clear. 
In the second clause. He says — "He that believeth not 
is damned" — He leaves out baptism altogether! Why? 
Because baptism is void unless it be preceded by belief. 
You may object — " So is belief without baptism." 
Granted; but baptism must follow belief! Is it within 
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tiie seope of possibility that He should attribute to mere 
baptism — or, as you put it, •* to the hare ciction of water ^ 
applied, with certain words, ^ to the hody^' — the spiri- 
tual regeneration of the sinner? What is baptism? 
What can it possibly be but the sign of that regeneration 
— ^the washing of the body, representing the washing of 
the soul? Without being preceded by belief, baptism 
would pass for as much as a seal attached to a blank 
piece of parchment, and vouching for what? For no- 
thing! In His interview with Nicodemus, Christ em- 
ploys the seal to indicate, along with it, the faith which 
must precede the seal, to give it efficacy. What are the 
parting words of Christ in Matthew? Are they "Go ye, 
therefore, and baptize all nations, teaching them?" No, 
but-— '*Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing 
them," etc Instruction must precede baptism! Why? 
That the qualification for the rite may be received, 
before the rite itself is received! Luke records only the 
injunction to teach— "And that repentance and remission 
of sins should be preached, in His name, among all na- 
tions, beginning at Jerusalem." Luke does not mention 
baptism here; but without preaching baptism, the 
apostles could, no more have preach^ Christ, than, 
without having preached Christ, they could have ad- 
ministered baptism. You will instance infant baptism? 
Christ, without your help, has taken sufficient care of 
•* little children." 



THE CARDINAL, AT ONE AND THE SAME TIME, DENIES AND 
ESTABLISHES THE EVIDENCE OF THE SENSES. 

You proceed — " In fact, my brethren, this seems so 
' obvious, that several writers, and not of our religion, 
* agree that, on this point, it is impossible to assail us; 
'and observe, that this doctrine of transubstantiation 
'does not, as is vulgarly supposed, contradict the senses." 

^ Where, in Scripture, did the Bomau Church find these 
wordtfl 
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No! What! is it upon the evidence of the senses, th 
that the doctrine is received? Is it blood, and not wi 
is it flesh, and not a wafer, the presence of which 
attested by the senses? Why, the evidence of the sen 
is so hostile to your dogma, that it constitutes the mi 
difficulty, which even the fathers of your church emp] 
all the powers of sophistry and persuasion in endeavo 
ing to overcome! — and yet you speak of "several writ< 

* and not of your religion, who agree that, on this poi 

* it is impossible to assail your* How come those writ 
to dierish so thorough a conviction of that very safety 
which you, yourselves, betray so sensitive a mistrn 
Are they really writers who profess a different creed? Y 
allude to one of them whom you designate as '* the celeb 
ted Leibnitz." Tou do not quote him; but you men 
tell us that, '< on this matter in particular, he enters ii 
< very subtile and metaphysical reasoning, and the a 
'elusion to which he comes is, that, in the Catho 
' doctrine, there is not the smallest opening for assaili 

* it on philosophical principles; and that these form 
'reason for departing from the literal interpretation 

* the words of institution" — "Subtile and metaphysi< 
•reasoning*' — "Philosophical principles!'* — "It is i 
•possible to assail you**— and yet you muster such 
array as this in your defence! •* This doctrine of trs 
'substantiation does not, as is vulgarly supposi 

* contradict the senses'*! And your co-controversiali 
Miliier, quotes St. Ambrose, ** arguing with his spiriti 
'children," and saying — "Perhaps you will say, *w 

* do you tell me that I receive the body of Christ, wh 
*I see quite another thing?*** Was not St. Ambn 
aware that " his spiritual children saw * quite a diffen 

* thing' from the body of Christ!' * Ay! was he! A 
he was also aware that they tasted quite a diffen 
thing; and, moreover, that they knew the nature 
what they tasted and saw! — and yet, " this doctrine 
' transubstantiation does not, as is vulgarly suppose 
^contradict the senses'*! And St Ambrose goes on. 
'' We have this point, thexeioie, \.o ^xw^. ^orw \a» 
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^ examples do we produce to show you that this is not 
*what nature made it, but what the benediction 
'has consecrated it; and that the benediction is of greater 
* force than nature, because, by the benediction, nature 
itself is changed." Thus does St. Ambrose labour with 
his spiritual children, in order to shake the evidence of 
the senses, which *' this doctrine of transubstantiation 
'does not, as is vulgarly supposed, contradict!*' And 
how does the saint shake the evidence in question? By 
leaving it just as it stood ! — I beo^ his saintship's pardon! 
He strengthens that evidence by an abortive appeal to 
analogy — Eoman Catholic analogy-^" Moses cast his rod 
'on the ground, and it became a serpent's tail, and it 
'recovered the nature of a rod." Thus, what Moses saw, 
is compared to what St. Ambrose himself never saw, any 
Bu>re than *' his spiritual children!*' Again — ** Thou 
' hast read of the creation of the world; if Christ, by His 
^ word, was able to make something out of nothing, shall 
'He not be able to change one thing into another?" 
Ifot a doubt of it I But the world, which' he made out 
of nothing, appeared; whereas. His body, into which the 
bread is alleged to be changed, does not appear. Was it 
fat his sanctity that St. Ambrose was canonised ? To 
nppose that it was on account of his logic would be an 
ifisalt even to your church. 

But, to revert to the evidence of '* the celebrated 
Leibnitz" — How heartily you embrace it ! ** Thus," 
y<m say, '* it would appear, that the ground on which it 
'is maintained that we must depart from the literal sense, 
'is untenable — untenable on philosophical grounds, as 
'well as on principles of biblical interpretation. But, 
'besides this mere rejection of the motives whereon the 
Miteral sense is abandoned, we have, ourselves, strong 
'and positive confirmation of it" — " Positive confirma- 
twnr* Do you know what ** positive confirmation" 
means? It signifies, confirmation perfect in itself-^ 
indiBpendent of all contingency. What is the form in 
which your do^rma is enunciated 1 The \>Te^ a^xv^^vw^ 
MK chanffed into the body aud blood oi Wi^ "1aw\. \% 
saeb B proposition to he met with in any oix^ Oaaj^Xftt A 
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the New Testament ? No ! Why then do yon talk itf 
*' positive confirmation?** And why do yon employ ihe 
epithet strong? Are you ignorant of the common pro- 
perties of speech? — you, the master of a world of tongues! 
What more can you, or any one else, affirm of confirmi- 
tion, than to say that it is positive? The fact is, thai 
while you hoast the possession of positive confirmation) 
you suspect — if you do not actually know it — ^that yoi 
are destitute of any such thing ; and therefore it is, thtt 
you employ an epithet which is wholly out of place. Tb 
affirm, of positive confirmation, that it is merely strong, 
is to deny that it is positive ! Positive confirmation is 
irresistible. Did you possess an atom of such confinnt- 
tion, it had sufficed to produce it, and settle the question 
at once, without suhjecting yourself to the ahortiYV 
labour of constructing 109 pages upon transubstantiatioBt 
after having toiled through 277 in completing your woik 
upon the ** Real Presence! " Confirmation, Sir, is wbit 
you want; and not what you have. Your evidence u 
wholly hypothetical ; and even your hypothesis is vapour 
^as I have so far proved, with the help of God ; andj 
with the same help, shall prove to theerid of thechaptei 
You are not in possession of even circumstantial eii- 
deuce, to claim a verdict upon; and you talk of positive 
confirmation I Let us see it. 



ir 

U 



THE CARDINAL ACCOMrLISHES AN UNPRECEDENTED 
TEAT IN GRAMMAR, AND EXPOSES STILL FDETHEB 
THE UNSOUNDNESS OF HIS CAUSE. 

** In the first place, the very words themselves, ia j. 

* which the pronoun is put in a vague form, strongly up- 

* holds us." Strong support! — a pronoun put in a vagw 
form; and that, moreover, a demonstrative pronoun!-- 
What system of grammar do you compose by? — Well! 
** Had our Saviour said, *This bread is my body — ^this 

* wine is niv blood* — there would have been some conr 

* tradiction.'* Contradiction of what? Of the meaning 
yrhich vou attach .to out ^\\o\ii'&. ^.Qid&)«a they stia^ 
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icair Sir, yon are granting a deal too much for the 
y of your cause, as our Saviour, subsequently, does 
t is perfectly equivalent to the very hypothesis 
jh you enunciate! But go on. ** The apostles might 
'e said, * Wine cannot be His blood — bread cannot be 
ody.* " And pray, what else could they have said, 
a their eyes and their palates assured them that 
tthey received consisted of nothing else? AVhat words, 

our Saviour could possibly have uttered, could have 
'inced them more of the nature of what they 
ived, than the things themselves did? And, now^ 

our Saviour absolutely said, "The bread which 
ve you is changed into my body,*' — ** The wine 
ch 1 give you is changed into my blood;'* what 
ik you would have been the result, when the apostles 
id that what they ate or drank was perfectly iden- 
l with what they had been partaking of, only a few 
utes before? Would they not have stared at one 
ther? Would they riot have stared at Christ? 
aid they not have manifested some indication or ari- 
3r of surprise? — nay, would not some of them have 
2d Christ to explain the contradiction that palpably 
?ted between His assertion and the factF Four times, 
sequent to the institution of the Lord's Supper, is 
•ist directly questioned, when doubt, or incertitude, 
sts, with respect to what he asserts; on each of 
ich occasions the grounds, for either, are immeasur- 
Y less powerful than here; and yet, Acre, the apostles 
aid be perfectly passive! Can any man believe it?^- 
«pt to be smitten by God with " strong delusion/* 
lat writes John, beginning at the thirty-sixth verse 
lis thirteenth chapter, ** Simon Peter saith unto him, 
)rd, whither goest thou?' Jesus answered him, 
lither I go thou canst not follow me now, but thoti 
it me follow afterwards.' Peter said unto him, * Lord, 
yr cannot I follow thee now?'" Has Peter as strong 
uuds here, for questioning Christ, as he would have 
I, had Christ told him that the bread anOi SVvci^ ^^T^ 
7^^«/ into his body and blood, v^rliWe t\i^^^^'& ^\v^ 
te of Feter repudiated the slig^^ite^t. ^^txi>^\jwm.*V3l 
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change ? In the fourteenth chapter, beginning- at tb( 
fonrth verse, John writes, '< And whither I go ye know 
and the way, ye know. Thomas saith nnto Him, 
' Lord, we know not whither thou goest, and how cai: 
we know the way ]' *' Has Thomas the same reason 
here, for questioning the Lord, as he would have had 
when his eyes and palate convinced him that the brea^ 
and the wine, which, according to the supposed declanr 
tion of the Lord, had been changed into His body and 
blood, had undergone no change whatsoever 1 Beginning 
at the seventh, John writes, *' If ye had known me, yc 
should have known my Father also. Philip saith unto 
Him, ^ Lord, show us the Father, and it sufficeth us.'*^ 
Philip says this, after having seen the Father, woi^ 
ing in the miracles of Christ ; and heard the Fathet 
speaking in the doctrine of Christ ; and yet Philip wouU 
be silent, in the case which I have put, when, to hi 
conviction, the words and the acts of Christ would be ai 
direct odds with one another ! Again, beginning at th< 
twenty-first verse of the same chapter, John writes 
^ He that hath my commandments, and keepeth them 
he it iM tiiat loveth me ; and he that loveth me shall b< 
loved of my Father ; and I will love him, and will mani 
fest myself unto him. Judas saith unto Him— -no 
Iscariot — * Lord, how is it that thou wilt manifest thy 
self unto us, and not unto the world?'*' Now, can i 
be supposed by any man, whom God has left at libertj 
to use his reason, that the apostle who asks this almos 
superfluous question, would not have said to Christ, hat 
Christ asserted the presence of his body and blood 
*' Lord, how can the bread and wine be changed into tl^ 
body and blood ; when, to the conviction of our senses 
they continue to be bread and wine V* In all these in 
stances it is only a solitary individual, among th« 
apostles that questions Christ ; but, beginning at th 
seventeenth verse of the sixteenth chapter, we find tha 
our Lord's words form a subject of debate among seven 
of them, '^ Then said some of His disciples amom 
themselves, What is this tViat lie «av>ik xsltiXa \>&^ * j 

Jjttle while, and ye shall nol aee iiaft \ wv^ %g^x3L%\^ 

■ . . » ■ « 
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Vhile, and ye shall see me ;' and, * Because I go to the 
Father?* They said therefore, * What is this that He 
fiuth, A little while? we canilot tell- what He saith."* 
JLiid what are the words that give rise to this perplexity? 
*' A little while, and ye shall not see me : and again a 
tittle while, and ye shall see me, because I go to the 
Father.*' Is th«re, by a thousand degrees, the same 
fftrong gronnds for perplexity here, that there would 
^ve been, had their senses told them that the bread 
lind wine had undergone no transformation whatsoever, 
after our Saviour had declared that they were changed 
into His body and blood ? and yet, in the latter instance, 
iio symptom of that incertitude would appear, where- 
tnth the disciples are utterly confounded in the former ! 
Thus, Sir, I have put a far stronger case than the 
language of our Saviour supplies you >^ith; and have 
proved the utter baselessness of your dogma, by show- 
ing that, in the ease which I have supposed, the conduct 
6f tlie apostles is altogether incompatible with what they 
exhibit, under other and far less questionable circum- 
ftianees. And now proceed — "but when our Saviour 
uses this indefinite word'' — this indefinite demonstrative 
pronoun! — " we arrive at its meaning only, at the con- 
^ dusion of the sentence, by that which is predicated of 

* it. When we find that, in Greek, there is a discrepancy 

* of gender between that word and the word * bread,' it 
' is more evident that He meant to define the pronoun! — 
"* and give it its character, as designating His body and 
^ blood; 80 that, by analysing the words themselves, they 
^give us our meaning positively and essentially*' — 
Analyse the bread and wine, Sir! — And, yet, you may 
"lave yourself the trouble, when, after these words, our 
Saviour, Himself, directly referring to the cup, declares 
;*— «« I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine, 
>mtn that day when I drink it new with you in my 
'Fftther's kingdom." The predicament of the cup being 
thus ascertained, we can be at no loss for that of the 
TOead; aud thus we are entitled to exyAam o\xt ^Vx^'w-t'^ 

ynmb by the propositionB, "This is m^ \>o^^ Vcv ^^ 
^9Jv c/ bread, "— « This is my blood Vu X\i^ V3\^ ^"^ 
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wine." Tou see, Sir, the gender of the definitiTe— or, ii 
you represent it, indejinite demonstratiye pronoun — may 
hold, yet your dogma tumbles to pieces! But somethkg 
hereafteVf toith reference to your newly discoverii 
grammatical anomaly. 

And now, not content with your *' strong and posi^ 
tive confirmation, ''you proceed to present us with "/ur- 
iher confirmation.^* Tou say, ^ But this is still further 
' confirmed by the explanations which he adds to it, te 
'persons, using vague symbolical language, would bo 

< careful not to define too minutely the object pointed- 
' at" I know not which to admire most— -your skill iii 
grammar or your expertness in rhetoric! ** Now, oiip 
' Saviour says^ * This is my body which is broken oi 
* delivered f(/r you, and this is my blood which it 
' shed* — by the addition of these adjuncts to the thingi' 

< by uniting to them what could only be said of ilis tnift 
' body and blood, it would appear that Ho wanted bUU 
^ more to define and identify the objects which ha 
' signified." Alas, Sir, had you not presented us already. 
with proof upon proof that "the veil is upon yMur 
heart;** that conclusion had been inevitable and defini* 
tive, when you adduce such evidence as this! No refB« 
tation of your thesis, could be more destructive of it, 
than the argument with which you now endeavour to 
defend it! The adjuncts, by the addition of which yoa 
imagine your cause to be strengthened, divest that cause 
of the least pretensions to truth, or even to the sem< 
blance of truth. In the first place, allowing the bread 
to be the body of Christ, it is His broken body which 
the apostles receive; whereas, you receive His body, not 
only whole, but reunited to his spirit. Reconcile this 
monstrous discrepancy, if you can. In the next plaoe^ 
before the Jews lay hands upon Him, Christ lays hands 
upon Himself! His immolation takes place without the 
presence of a single enemy— /or Judas had left ih 
room, before the /Supper was instituted. If tho bread» 
which our Saviour gave, was absolutely changed into 
Christ Himself, then Christ was absolutely SJicrifie^ 

"^ 1;re he was extended upou tYj^ <iii)S& ^X QjaX^^spj-^ 
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■erifieed-^Tiot surrounded by the Bromau soldiery, and 
^e TOJectin^, mocking, loathing Scribes and PhariBees, 
vsd execrable mob of Judea; but by His loving aitd 
fufchful followers! This, Sir, is your dogma! — a dogn^ 
which no man can propagate, defend, or receiye, without 
liaving that mysterious, awful, condemnatory veil upon 
kis heart which prevents him from distinguishing the 
oiost lustrous trutli from the most glaring falsehood, in 
matters pertaining to the God, from the love of whose 
tnfth he has departed! 

The argument of your next paragraph is unworthy of 
•ven a Roman controversialist. To obviate the objec- 
tion, that our Lord speaks figuratively, in instituting the 
Last Supper, you instance human practice, in the clear- 
less which men study in making their wills ; herein^ 
tstally losing sight of, or keeping out of view, the fact, 
that the New Testament— the will of Christ — abounds 
ib tropical language! — rand that, on the occasion in ques- 
tkm, the employment of such language is proved, not 
only by the conduct of the apostles, who, manifestly, 
leeeive His words in that sense; but by what He Himself 
declares with direct reference to the contents of the cup; 
and by what Paul asserts, again and again, as concerns 
the bread, where he treats of the institution. 

Tour next paragraph I quote, as a striking instance 
«f Roman candour and directness, in prosecuting an 
iaqniry after the truth. 
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SUCCESSION. 

^' Again; our Saviour Himself on that night seems 
'determined to make His words as plain and simple as 
^fieean; and it is impossible to read His last discourse. 
'to the apostles, as related by St. John, and not observe, 
*how often he was interrupted by them'* — A. pitv yoiji 
ImUI not proBted by this fact, as, I have d^at\>3 ^Qr«^\ 
/9a, fou might have done^pr*** and im\d\y ^tA ^<s<Dl^^ 
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* and loTinfi^ly explained Himself to them. And not a 
' satisfied, lie Himself tells them-— that He is not gmn\ 

* to speak any longer in parables to them; that the tim 
' is come "when He would no longer speak to them a 
' fheir master, but as their friend.'* How comes it, Sir 
that it appears as if, for the life of yon, yon cannot glvf 
the sense of Scripture. Do we attach the same idea ti 
calling a man our friend, or servant, and speaking to hin 
as our friend or seryant? Are you absolutely ignorant oi 
the &ct that we may call a person our servant, yet spetl 
to him as a friend; or that we may call a man our friend 
yet speak to him, as a servant? This is the text of Johi 
-i^ldth chapter, 14th and 15th verses*' Ye are my friends 
if ye do whatsoever I command you, Eenceforth I cal 
you not servants; for the servant knoweth not what hi 
lord doeth: but 1 have called you my friends." He hai 
done so but the moment before. Well? **a9 one win 
^wished to unbosom Himself completely to them, am 

* make them understand His words; so that even the] 
^'Say, * Dehold, now thou speakest plainly, and speakes: 
^ no proverb.' Under these circumstances, can we sup 
'pose that He would make use of these exceeding!] 

* obscure words"— The words of institution— " whei 
' instituting his last and most beautiful mystery of love 
' in commemoration of their last meeting here on earth 
' These are strong corroborations, and all lead ns to pre 

* fer the literal meaning, as the only one reconcilabli 

* with the particular situation, in which the words wen 

* uttered." 

And, so, our Saviour's words—" This is my body — 
This is my blood " — must necessarily be taken in theii 
literal sense, because He ^* mildly and gently and lov 
ingly explains Himself to them " — the apostles — *^Am 
not so satisfied^ tells them that He is not going to speal 
any longer to them in parables/'* Why do you endeav 
our to mislead your readers? Who would not imagine 
from your statement, that the occasions upon which ohj 
Saviour thus explains H\mst\f,a.nd \.\ift YCQ.m\se that Hi 
iDakes, preceded the mstUuliou ol ^\i«> \jssi^^%^W« 
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¥bej mu8t have done so, to giioe effect to your argn^ 
mtiDt; else is your argument devoid of a grain of weight. 
And such indeed is its value! The institution of the 
Lord's Supper — though John abstains from making any 
mention of it — takes place immediately after the de- 
Bouieing of Judas, as recorded in his 13th chapter; the 
instance in which our Saviour *' mildly and gently and 
hnngly explains Himself* occurs in the 14th and 16th 
ifaapters; and not until we approach the close of the lat- 
ter do we meet with the promise that He is not going 
to speak any longer to them in parables! Thus you are 
destitute of an atom of ground for asserting that, by the 
force of that promise, or of those instances, is to be 
determined, the meaning which we ought to attach to 
omr Saviour's wordsl Without the most direct reference 
to those words, no promise, made suhtequently to their 
delivery, could possibly affect them; and not only are 
they not referred to at ally but they are cut off, by the 
kmguage of Christ, from any participation, whatsoever, 
in the spirit of that promise. His words are — '* But the 
time cometh when I shall no more speak to you in par-i 
ibies." Fearful must be the delusion of the man who 
can believe that the time tchich has passed, has any part 
in what is predicated here, with regard to the time that 
eometh! But do you know. Sir, that it had been safer 
isr you bad you essayed to perform a miracle, believing 
that yon could handle, unscathed, a piece of iron, white- 
kot from the furnace; than to have laid fingers on this 
argument. Not only is your present cause disparaged by 
yourself, in this, your abortive attempt to uphold it; 
your dogma of apostolic succession, goes by the board, as 
mre as the mast of a labouring ship, when the shrouds^ 
tsd mainstay are cut — with this difference; that the ship 
may be saved by the loss; while your dogma must go to 
the bottom! The text upon which you found your dog* 
ma of apostolic succession, is this ''Go ye therefore and 
tefch all natidns, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Ho\y 0\\ci«V.\\ftWi)K«3L% 
Utem to observe all things whatsoever 1 Yia^Q ^otskm'vci^^^ 



IM APOSTOLIOIL BVCOBflHQK IH FSBIL; 

yon; and, lo! I am with you alway unto the end of thd 
world." This command and promise follow, indeed, the 
declaration of Christ, *' But the time cometh when I shall 
no more speak to you in parables." If, in virtue of this 
declaration, you claim the right of giving a literal inter- 
pretation to what precedes it; how much more incum- 
bent is it upon us, to interpret, literally, the command 
and the promise which /oWoio it — *' Go ye therefore and. 
teach all nations," Sue. By showing that our Saviour,- 
here, speaks tropically and not by any other process 
whatsoeverf can you appeal to this text, in proof thai 
Scripture authorises your dogma of apostolic successioo;- 
but you demonstrate the reverse, and consequently yem 
mu$t abandon that dogma. And true it manifestly i% 
that our Saviour's language, here, is strictly literal; that 
the promise, and the command refer exclusively to the 
apostles, themselves; who, accompanied by Christ, precch 
at this day in the written Word^-^nd will praach, thera^ 
in, to the end of time! Ton boast an oral record? Foil 
boast of that which you do not possess! Tou boast oi 
that which, by the words of Christ Himself, is proved to 
be a fiction — a gross, floshly, and blasphemous impostnie 
•^-r-as I tru^t, upon another occasion — for this is not the 
proper one— to render so manifest, with the help oi 
God*s Word, as to shut the carnal, pestilent mouth <^ 
Jesuitical sophistry itself. You preach! you baptize! you 
hold the keys! you bind and loose! What! when you 
preach other doctrine? when you administer a dij^ereni 
baptism? when you assert that the apostles themselves^ 
with Christ Himself, cannot unlock, unless you help to 
turn the keys— «>when you bind and loose, for your oum 
0nds-^to pamper the lust of pelf, or the lust of swayj 
Tou bind, indeed, and firmly too; but those that stand 
in need of loosing must resort for it, elsewhere, by the 
express declaration of the written — the only Word ol 
God! God, Sir, foresaw the R>man, huge audacious, 
blasphemous apostacy ; and thoroughly provided ^is 
elect against being duped by it Proceed. 
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THE CARDINAL FANCYING THAT HE HAS H4DB PROOBE88| 
TRIES TO ADVANCE; BUT CANNOT TAEE A STEP. 

" But, my brethren, there are two other passages in 
'Scripture, -which must not be passed over, although it 
'will not be necessary to dwell very long upon them.'* 
Believe me. Sir, the less you dwell upon them the better; 
especially as, from the fate that has awaited your appeal 
to every other passage, it may be safely anticipated, that 
it had been more prudent in you to have abstained alto-t 
gether from quoting them — '* Thei/ are in the epistlea 
of St. Paul to the Corinthians, One of them I Aaoa 
chosen as my text** Tou see. Sir, whether your own 
doctrine be right or wrong, you cannot preach without 
the authority of the written Word — ^without the apostles^ 
m eompany with Christ, be present, howsoever yon 
sUgbt them! Why do you never treat your congregation 
to a text from your oral Apostolic Tradition? — Well? 
^hutihe other is still more remarkable'* Depend upon 
it, Sir, the more remarkable the text, the more em-^ 
pbatically will it denounce your dogma! But go on-^ 
"In the first, St. Paul asks 'The cup of blessing which 
' ve bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ; 
^aod the bread which we break, is it not the partaking of 
'the body of the Lord ]' " ♦ 

Tou unreservedly accept this text? Regarding it aa 
evidence which thoroughly bears you out, in your literal 
ioterpretatiou of our Saviour's words, you implicitly con* 
£de your cause to it? Now the text is useless to youi 
unless you find in it the proposition, that the bread and 
the wine are, truly, the body and blood of the Lord, 
Bzamine it again. Here you can take no advantage, 
Yhich, as you may imagine, the employment of an 
"Indefinite" demonstrative pronoun presents to you. 
Instead of so capricious a part of speech, as your skill in 
gmmmar serves to supply you with, you find an article 
which repudiates any connection with the term '* body." 
fUx9 U the text to »peak for itself. 
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<' The cup of benediction which we bless, is it not the 
communion of the blood of Christ? And the bread whicb 
wo break, is it not the partaking of the body of the 
Lord?'' 

Here, Sir, we perceive two types, and the things for 
^hich they stand; and here the verb, "is," is convertible 
into the verb " represents." 

I now digress that I may recur to yonr immediately 
preceding lecture, where, at page 179. you quote a serieB 
of passages, to which " Dr. Adam Clarke, in his disconne 
on the Eucharist," appeals in favour of his theory, that 
the propositions of our Saviour " This is my body — Thii 
iny blood,'* may be rendered •• This represents my body 
^— This represents my blood." 

* Here they are. "The seven good kine are seven 
years." — Genesis xii, 26, 27. The ten horns are ten 
kingdoms.*' — Dan. xvii, 24. '* The field is the worliL 
the good seed are the children of the kingdom, the tares 
are the children of the wicked one. The enemy is tbJB 
devil, the harvest is the end of the world, the reapers am 
the angels" — Matthew -xii i, 38, 39, etc. You grant thai, 
in each of these instances, the verb " to he" is convertible 
into the verb *Ho represent i^ \mi^ to shield your cause 
from the effect of this admission, you have recourse to 
Home's rule of interpretation with regard to parallel 
passages; and adftpt the proposition of his commentator 
— ** We must therefore hold that similitude of things, 
not of wordSf constitutes a parallelism^ 

It were waste of time. Sir, to follow you through the 
abortive arguments which you found upon this thesis; 
and which cannot fail to convince any man, who can un- 
derstand what he reads, that you entertain, at the best, 
but a very vague notion of the commentator's meaning 
—a conclusion which maybe anticipated from your very 
first step. You say ♦* But first, as an illustration of the 

* rule, let me observe that, when in my last discourse, I 

* quoted several texts, I not only pointed out the same 
^ words in them; but I was careful to prove that the 
' same circumstances occurred." I beg leave to remind 
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jou Sir, that I have demonstrated, clearlf/ and un* 
(ouwerablyt the absolute irrelevancy of every one of 
those texts, in consequence of your casting wholly out of 
tight the circumstances that accompanied them, But» 
to arrive at the commentator's meaning, let us examine 
two acknowledged instances of parallelism. 
** The seven good kine are seven years." 
" The tares are the children of the wicked one." 
Now what do we discover in the first of these cases ? 
Ve find that identity would appear to be established 
jbetween two ideas that are totally distinct from one 
another. Kine cannot possibly be identical with years^ 
and yet it is affirmed that '' seven kine are seven years." 
Where does the incongruity lie 1 In the literal reading 
of the proposition — In the idea of identity with re- 
gard to the terms kine and years, as united by the sub* 
stantive verb ; when the existence of that idea is an 
impossibility. And yet identity must be established 
somewhere; as, otherwise, the form. of the propositioa 
would be wholly indefensible. Where do we find it? In the 
eirctmistances of the kine and years — The years are seven 
and the kine are seven. Their circumstances are iden- 
tical, though they, themselves, are not identical. Though 
totally distinct from one another in every other respect^ 
they resemble one another in the accident of number. 
The substantive verb, therefore, must be employed in 
the place of some other verb ; and that verb must neces- 
Mrily convey the idea of resemblance. That idea is 
conveyed by the word •* represents." " Represents'* is 
the^word. "The seven kine represent seven years" is 
the perfect proposition, rendered literally. The same 
reason applies in every respect to the second case. 
"Tares" and " the children of the wicked one** reject all 
identification in themselves; but their circumstances are 
identical. As the tares are evil, so the children of the 
vicked one are evil. As the wicked one is an enemy, so 
is the sower of the tares an enemy. It is this resemblance 
between the sower and the wicked one, tVie c^\v\\^t^\v%^\ 
/be tares, which justi&ea the employ meut oi NXi^^kXiX^^Na^x^ 
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tive verb ; but in order to give the sense in full^ that verb 
must give place to one which conveys the idea of resem-> 
blance. The proposition, therefore, rendered literally, 
must be read—** The tares represent the children of the 
*«ncked one." Thus the two cases constitute an illustra* 
tion of perfect parallelism. 

And now, Sir, to return to the text which you quote, 
at the head of your third lecture. " The cup of benedic- 
tion which we bless, is it not the blood of Christ? The 
bread which we break, is it not the body of the Lord!" 
This text as you must grant, presents an instance of 
*^ perfect parallelism," as regards the convertibility of the 
substantive verb, into the verb "represents," illustrated 
in the passages " The seven kine are seven years "-u 
** The tares are the children of the wicked one" — which, 
literally interpreted, are to be read " the seven kine re- 
present seven years** — "The tares represent tho children 
of the wicked one." Accordingly, I claim the right 
of rendering the text thus: — "The cup of benediction 
'which we bless, represents it not the blood of Christ ? 
The bread which we break, represents it not the body of 
the Lord f This text is, manifestly, of no use to your 
tcause. Use 1 — You could not well have stumbled upon 
« passage more hostile to the object for which you toe 
•contending! Kay, you could not possibly have fur- 
nished a more conclusive proof of the *' strong delusion" 
which envelops you, than you present in appealing to 
this text. This, you may assert, is a mere begging of 
the question 1 What ? "When I can adduce your own 
authority for what I affirm ? Look at the text again ! 
Beduce, iuto literal expression, that portion of it which 
•you cannot deny to be figurative. For "The cup of 
blessing,'* read ** The wine of blessing ?" Tell me what 
you make of it, now 1 Do you not see difficulty in it 1 
— No !— What ! Not some difficulty ? Does not the 
text warrant me in asking *• How can wine he the hlood 
of Christ?'* — '* How can bread he the hody of tht 
Lord 9'^ — Kay, does it not Justify me in affirming out- 
Tight, "Wine oaniwlbeL tVv© VAoo^^l C\«v8Xr— ^''^^«»* 
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iamnot be the body of the Lord ?*' Ko! be bo good as to 
refer to page 136 of your second lecture ou transubstan- 
tiation. Look at paragraph Ko. 1 — -where yre find » 
miracle, that never met the eye of scholarship before—* 
your •* indefinite," demonstrative pronoun. What do 
you write there? *^ Had our Saviour said, * This bread 
•is my body — this wine is my blood/ there would have 
'been some contradiction. The apostles might have 
^said, wine cannot be His blood — bread cannot be a 
*body." You can establish an anomaly in grammar; 
but can you maintain the existence of one in logic ? 
Can you frame a canon upon the authority of which you 
ean support the proposition that what holds, in a case of 
hypothesis, is not maintainable in a case of fact 1 This 
you must do, or you must grant, to me, in a question 
which is a matter of fact, what you grant, as respects 
the apostles, in a, perfectly jxirallel question, hypotheti- 
cally stated. In short, Sir, you must eat your own 
words, or you must allow me the right of asserting, that, 
"as wine cannot be the blood of Christ, and as bread 
cannot be the body of Christ, the text of Paul is pro- 
perly understood, when rendered, * The cup, or the wine, 
of benediction which we bless, represents it not the 
Uood of Christ ? The bread which we break, represents 
it not the body of the Lord.^ 



» 9> 



TOE CARDINAL, APPEALmO TO PAUL, IS REPULSED ANi) 
REBUKED BY THE APOSTLE. 

But your rashness in appealing to this text is out- 
done, by your desperately jumping to the conclusion that 
•^" In these words the apostle is contrasting the Jewish 
'and heathenish sacrifices and rites with those of the 
'Christians" — that is, with the Christian ** rites and 
fiicrifiees." This, Sir, is nothing less than a most fatui- 
ioot and abortive attempt to extort from Scripture, an 
anihority for that mockery of mockcnea — ^ovjit TCka&^, 
S>oe of the most distinguishing cliaractemVAo^ ol^^^oS!^ 
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Christians, was the fact of their having totally washei 
their hands of stuih sacrifices as those, with the practisii^ 
of which you would charge them — as they had Christ' 
command to do — of which Paul was not backward in r& 
minding them,' but took care to impress upon them, witl 
emphatic reiteration — sacrifices of flesh and blood. Tc 
be sure, you call your mass an unbloody sacrifice. To9 
are perfectly right in doing so; but, again, you say that 
the flesh and blood of Christ are present in the masa 
Oblige us by explaining how, in one and the same places 
and at one and the same moment, the same thing can b(e 
both present and absent. Try if even a Jesuit can work 
the problem— ii s<ici\Jice of flesh and blood is an «»• 
bloody sacriftce. One sacrifice alone,, of flesh and blood, 
does Scripture recognise, and that, a final one — one, thai 
being all-sufficient, did wholly away with the need aH 
repetition! — one, the repetition of which was an absolute 
impossibility! — one, the mere memorials of which an 
recognised in the bloodless and fleshless types of bread 
and wine. Did you neyer try to understand the twc 
immediately following verses? Why do I ask? When 
did a Roman controversialist so much as cast a glance 
upon the context, when he met with some text, or sonu 
portion of one, which gave a colour, as he thought, to th< 
dogmas of his church? "For we," says Paul, ** are on^ 
bread and one body." Whence, Sir, this distinction, ij 
the bread be truly the body? — if the bread and the bod) 
be intrinsically one? — if the bread be truly changed intc 
the body? ** For we are all partakers of that one bread.'' 
What '*one bread?" The bread of the Supper— the 
bread which is the type of the body — whose sacrifice w« 
commemorate, as Christ commanded, in partaking oi 
that **one bread." The apostle continues — *<Behoki 
Israel, after the flesh.*' What does Paul mean by the 
phrase " after the flesh?'* Is it not the sacrifices of thi 
old law which he has in view? — sacrifices of flesh aoc 
blood? If not, why does he add — " Are not they whiel 
fat of the sacrifices, partakers of the altar? " Why doei 
*^ ie apostle put this q\ie&t\o\A) e7L<Qe(^\. \.^ ^\«^\^ ^ 
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premiBS for what he subsequently states ; namely, 
that those who partake of the Gentile sacrifices par- 
take of the Gentile altar ? Kow, why does Paul re- 
MHt to the old law in order to enforce his argument, if 
the new law were also provided with its altars and sacri- 
ftees?— if the mass were known to Paul, or to the Ghris- 
tius whom he addresses? — if the church of the first cen- 
tuy believed that her communicants partook of the real 
body and blood of the Lord? The question, here, is not 
the nature of the victim, but the fact of offering Jlesh 
mid blood. Tour church asserts that flesh and blood are 
offered in her unbloody mass. If Paul entertained any 
notion of such a doctrine, he goes out of his way in ap- 
pealing to the customs of the Jews, when those of the 
Ohristians were at hand, and were quite as much in 
point ! But Paul was acquainted with the occurrence of 
only one Christian sacrifice of blood — that which took 
place upon Calvary; where the altar was the Roman 
cross, and the victim was the body of Him whom infi- 
dds, and not pretended believers, extend upon it ! It 
was left, Sir, to the times of your church — of the Roman 
Church — to exhibit so outrageously revolting a spectacle 
M that of beings, endowed with human faculties, and 
professing themselves to be the fol\pwers of Christ; offi- 
dating, according to their belief, at the daily execution 
of their Lord, andj afterwards, converting Him, as they 
profess to do, into the meal of a cannibal I 

But, the sacrifices — the Christian sacrifices of real 
Sesh and blood — ^the existence of which, in the church 
•f the first century, you would affirm upon the evi- 
(hiee of Paul. Let the apostle speak for himself.— 
Somans xii, 1 — **1 beseech you, therefore, brethren, 
by the mercies of God, that you present your bodies a 
firing sacrifice unto God.'' The sacrifice, here enjoined 
by Paul, is that of the lusts of the flesh; bloodless sac- 

rttees. — Bph. v. 2 "And walk in love, as Christ 

ako has loved us, and hath given Himself for us"— 
iM)t to us — "an offering and saciifiLce \.o ^<i^^ Vst ^ 
tweet tBoelUng savour." Here, the 8ayctv^<» \'& ^^ ^*^ 

1^ 
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Christ, on Calvary, and is over.— Phil. ii. 17— "Yeij 
and if I be offered upon the sacrifiee and service o£ 
jour faith, I J07, and rejoice -with you all." Here the 
sacrifice consists of faith, and the fruits thereof; and 
you will be so good as to note that, according to ytu 
statement, the dogma of transubstanttation has no* 
thing to do with faiths hut commences where faHA 
leaves o^-~concerns the real eating of the body, aod 
the real drinking of the blood of Christ, as the only 
means whereby everlasting life may be obtained— f 
means unavailable without the co-operation of the Bo^ 
man priest! Hob. ix. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28— << For Christ is 
not entered into the holy places, made with hands, whidi 
are the figures of the true; but into heaven itself, now is 
appear in the presence of Ood for us.*' How comes it^ I 
pray you, that, as you aflirm. Ho is daily present, in tilt 
body, in those alleged holy places, made with hands— 
your sanctuaries, as you call them? — ''nor yet that Be 
should offer himself often; as the high priest entereth 
into the holy place, every year, with blood of othem* 
How comes it. Sir, that your priest presents a still great- 
er contrast, offering up, not yearly, but daily, what he 
alleges to be a sacrifice of blood? '^ For then must He 
have suffered since the foundation of the world." The 
necessity of Christ's having suffered from the foundatios 
of the world, being thus denied, how comes it that you 
church insists upon the necessity of sacrificing Him till 
the end of the world? " But now, in the end of the 
world, hath He appeared to put away sin by the saeri- 
fice of Himself.** The period when the sacrifice, by 
which siuisputaway, took place, being thus established^ 
being thus proved to have passed by, for upwards of 1800 
years — what plea can your church adduce for the pre- 
tence of sacrificing Christ at the present day? What can 
she propose to herself by so monstrous an imposture? 
As sin is put away by that one sacrifice to which Paul 
alludes; to what purpose the myriads of daily sacrifices 
which she pretends to offer up? " The wages of sin is 
death.'* Sin put away, death is put away. And what 
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Wtb we in the place of death? Bternal life. And, 
lu»w is this glorious exchange accomplished? Through 
tlie sacrifice of Christ--»that one sacrifice, perfected and 
done with, in the time of the apostle— '^ But the gift of 
QoA is eternal life, through our Lord Jesus Christ.'* . 
Bat joa sacrifice Christ to obtain a more intimate. 
mien with Him in love. How? By eatiog Him! Is not- 
fur union with Him intimate enough, when we obtain 
etenial life by means of the one sacrifice? What will you . 
ask for besides eternal life? Is not eternal life a gift that 
^udes the possibility of enchancement? Is not that 
lift attainable, by God's appointment, through the one. 
ttflrifice of Christ? will you dare to stipulate condi-. 
fioiiSy in addition to those of God's own propounding? ; 
Ton do so! Tour sacrifices are impertinence, as re- 
gards the economy of God! You meddle with His- 
woik — ^you stigmatize it— -you frustrate it. God indi-. 
^ates one road to eternariife, and you direct us to 
wother! God gives eternal life in the sacrifice of Jesu^ 
and you give eternal life in the blessed Eucharist, and 
kk the blessed Eucharist alone! God commands us to 
lely exclusively upon Christ's human nature, subject to 
death, and undergoing death; and you command us to 
nly exclusively upon Christ glorified, when death, as 
pm pretend, has been undergone, and the grave has been, 
despoiled of its victory! God gives us one Christ for our 
Saviour, and you give us another, and a different one! 
God sends Christ in the flesh, and you present Christ in 
a wafer! The apostle concludes — ''And, as it is ap- 
pointed unto men once to die, but after this the judg- 
• Bent, so Christ was ouise offered to bear the sins of many; 
and unto them that look for Him, shall He appear the 
•eeond time, without sin, unto salvation." Find your 
dogma in this text! — Defend your dogma in the. 
ftee of this text! Hypocrisy can no more live with 
troth; lust, with purity; rottenness, with soundness; 
hell, with heaven; antichrist, with Christ; Satan, with 
Qod; than jour dogma can live with th\^ le7L\.\ ^^ ^\^ 
ijexi^ Christ dies hut once; by your dogma, \iQ uu^^t^^;^^ 
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daily, myriads of deaths. By this text, there is but one' 
more appearance of Christ; by your dogma. He daily 
makes myriads of appearances. By this text, one offeN 
ing suffices for the putting away of sins; by yonr dogma, 
myriads upon myriads of offerings are not sufficient; but 
the victim must continue to bleed till the end of time! 
Had your mass existed in the days of Paul, do you think 
he would have penned this text? Descanting as he does 
upon the subject of sacrifice, is it within the scope of 
possibility, think you, that ho should haTe refrained 
from alluding to your mass, had your mass obtained erm 
the remotest sanction, from the belief and practice of the 
primitive church? If, in his day, salyation was eon- 
sidered to be incomplete, without partaking of the 
blessed Eucharist, think you that the apostle woidd, 
here, have utterly given to neglect that most availing 
condition of salvation? To suppose so, were nothing' 
short of impugning the sufficiency, not only, but emst 
the integrity of Christ's most especial shepherd — U^' 
charge him with betraying his trust! — with misleading 
his sheep! — with feeding them upon insufficient churlid 
pasture, when the richest and most generous was at 
hand! — in a word, with starving, instead of nourishing, 
them! For what becomes of the preaching of Christ, the 
example of Christ, the toils, privations, endnrings, of 
Christ, and the death of Christ, if ** eternal life is pro- 
mised 07ily to those who worthily partake of the Uessed 
Eucharist^* Faith, hope, and charity, are void! Evea 
your own baptismal regeneration is void! What matters 
it, if the soul be placed in a state of grace before God, 
when a man cannot obtain eternal life without wortliily 
partaking of the blessed Eucharist? "What matters it, 
if a man come to Christ to obtain eternal life, as 
Christ commands him to do, unless he comes to you, as* 
you command him to do? Can he obtain the blessed 
Eucharist without you? You are as necessary to him as 
the mouth into which he receives the blessed Eucharist, 
and without which he can no more swallow it, than he 
can obtain it without your hands! You supplant Christ' 



Sis yoke, you substitute your own yoke; for Hmi 
ing, your own teaching; for His sacrifice, your own 
ce; for His meekness, your own exaction; for His 
less, your own domination! — In a word, you super- 
Christianity with priestcraft! 
It, perhaps, it would be satisfactory to hear a 

more from Paul; though what has been already 
iced, might appear, to a reasonable man, to be suf- 
tly conclusive, as regards the exposure of your 
a. Let the apostle speak, again. Hebrews x. 
By the which will''— The will of God, that the 
covenant — works — should be superseded by the 
1 — grace — '^we are sanctified by the offering of 
)ody of Jesus Christ, once. And every priedt 
sth daily ministering, and offering oftentimes the 
gaerifices, which can never take away sins : But 
dan, after He had offered one sacrifice f<if sins, for 
sat down on the right hand of God ; for by one 
Qg He hath perfected for ever them that believe, 
eof the Holy Ghost, also, is a witness to us ; for, 
that He had said before ' This is the covenant that 

make with th^m, after those days, I will put my 
into their liearts, and in their minds will I write 
; and their sins and their iniquities will I remem- 
more.' Now where remission of these is, there is 
lore offering for sin.'* We are sanctified by one 
Qg ! Our sins are taken away by one offering ! 
re perfected for ever by one offering. There is no 

offering I No more (Bering of what ? Of flesh 
»lood. And you would assert that the apostle eon- 
lates Christian sacrifices of flesh and blood ! What 
postle declares again and again-*— sets down in the 
est, most positive, terms-^to be final ; you would 
t from him a sanction for perpetuating! You 
i father your mass upon Paul ! Your mass, which 
.liege to be an offering of flesh and blood, and yet, 
ludicrously, designate an unbloody one, you would 
• upon Fan}; while Paul, to whom. yow. ^i,-^^^ xdl 
s& of your maas, will noli, gr^int a^ fibi^ ol V\x^ w&» 
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or a drop of the other ! ^ There is no more offimng* fa 
sin ** is his express proclamation ! Blood ceases witl 
the last drop that trickled from the side of Ghiisty a' 
Calvary ; and in the nineteenth century yon are adTO 
eating the perpetual offering of blood ! Tell me, Sir 

< upon what ground of common truth, or common honesty 
or common sense, it behoves me to refrain from applying 
in this case, the awful threatening of the Lord, as wi 
read in Hosea — " And they shall be ashamed because d 

• their sacrifices! — Hear ye this, priests !" 

But I shall quote, in full, your comments upon tk 
text, that every one, whom God in His mercy has jae^ 
served from falling into your predicament, may satis^ 
himself of the fact, thai, at every stage of your work; 
you betray the '^strong delusion" with which thi 
Almighty threatens those who have not reoeiyed thi 
love of the truth. Ton say *< In these words the aposA 

* is contrasting the Jewish and heathenish sacrifices aiui 
> rites with those of the Christians. No doubt &Mlwhfli 

* he speaks of their actions and sacrifices, it is of eating 

* and drinking really that he treats ; for, indeed, he ii 

* speaking of realities throughout.' Pray, what have 
eating and drinking, really , to do with the matter 1 
The question is whether it be really the Lord's body and 
and blood, or bread and wine that are received in the 

' Lord's Supper. I know what you aim at ; but it behovei 
you to shew it, and you don't. Moreover you are totail^f 
blind to the argument of the apostle. It is idolatry thai 
he has, mainly, in view. He inveighs against it, eoBV 
mencing at the 14th verse of the chapter, ^ Wherefore, 
my dearly beloved, flee from idolatry. I speak as to wise 
men. Judge ye what I say.*' He now points out to them 
the faith which they profess, as often as they celebrate 
the commemorative Supper of the Lord — *' The cup oi 
blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the 
blood of Christ ? The bread which we break, is it not 
the communion of the body of Christ 1 For we, being 
many, are one bread, one "body •, lot ^«k we all ^^artaken 
of that one bread," H^ift N?\i^\.\a «S&xm^Qi\XiL^\iinii^ 
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md what is-affinned of the bodf, stand in the relation 
of eanse^ and consequence or effect^ which are different 
thiogs. Being partakers of one bread — the sacramental 
hfead — we become one bread ; and that bread being the 
tfpe of the Lord's body, we become that one body. Christ's 
body is the belieyer*s body, for it stands in the place of it. 
Jn that body He falfilled what we could not fulfil in our 
bodies — the law ; inthatbody He bore'* our chastisement;" 
by the " stripes of that body" we are healed ; in that body 
** He was cut off, out of the land of the living/' for our 
tran^ressions. Savingly believing in this, we become 
ene body with Christ ; and, in Him, one body with one 
another, '^ Te are the body of Christ, and members in 
particular'*-^! Cor. xii, 27. The apostle now instances 
IEm saerifices of the law, not for the sake of contrast, as 
nlatcB to the Lord's Supper, but for the sake of analogy, 
it relates to the saerifices of the heathen. '* Behold 
Inael after the flesh. Are not they which eat of the: 
lurifieeSy partakers of the altar?" Hence, deducing the 
iiiferenee, that those who partake of what is offered in 
beathen sacrifices, are partakers of the heathen altar.- 
Bot the 21st verse affords a further proof that the 
■apostle's view of the cup and the bread, is the very 
wvorse of yours. ''Te cannot drink the cup of the Lord 
and the cup of devils; ye cannot be partakers of the 
'Lord's table, and the table of devils" — the meats served 
Upon tables, after sacrifice. The incompatibility herein 
pointed out is utterly nugatory, unless what is forbidden 
eoDsisted of the devils themselves; as you believe — or 
anert — that the cup and the bread of which you partake, 
consist of the Lord Himself. The cup and the table of 
the Lord must bear the same relation to JTtm, that the 
tap and the table of devils bear to them. The latter bore 
testimony to the faith of the heathen, and nothing more 
tiian that faith; consequently the former must bear wit- 
ness to the faith of the Christian, and nothing more! 
-But proceed — "When, therefore, he contrasts these" — 
the Jewish and heathenish sacrifices — .^'V\\\v\)cv^t^^>Na^s^ 
^of the Cbdstian institutions" — ^Why do 'jou^vNa'Qo^s^ 
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loosely? It is the Lord's Supper of which you are treat- 
ing — It is that one institution of which you are treating. 
Why do you talk of several institutions? And why do 
you employ the term " realities,'' with obyioualy eiclu- 
sive reference to the real presence, when it is equally 
applicable to the wine and bread, supposing them to be 
nothing more than wine and bread? — Are not wine and 
bread realities — Well? ** and when he asks if these be 

* not infinitely better, and perfecter than what the Jews 

* enjoyed, because our cup is a partaking of the blood ci 

* Christ, and our body was a partaking of the body of the 
' Lord." Pray, in what part of the whole chapter is this 
question asked? I cannot meet with the trace of such t 
question from the 1st verse to the 33rd, inclusive! Tom 
oral tradition, Sir, is your ruin. You jumble it so, iQ 
your mind, with the Word of Grod — ^the written and only 
Word of God — that you know not which is which! Ycm 
are so full of it, that it will not allow you to read tht 
Word of God, as it runs! Professing to quote the 
written Word, which has God's own seal affixed to i|, 
you give us that oral one, with nothing but your s^l, of 
that of your Church, to vouch for its truth — a seal of 
carnal device, broadly and deeply and impudently en- 
graven! But conclude the paragraph-^" do not these 
^ words imply that there was a contrast, a real contrast^ 
^between the two — that the one was partaken of as 
^ really as the other? that if their victims were really 
' eaten, we also have one that is no less received." And 
is this your exemplification of a ** contrast, a real con- 
trast?" Do you exemplify a real contrast by real 
similarity? Contrast! — where? Between the sacrifice of 
the mass — with advocating which scandal, you would 
charge the noble Paul — and the sacrifices of the Jewiu 
Granting your mass; wherein lies the contrast? Is it in 
the difierence which exists between the type and the 
antitype? Would Paul bestow the labour of his pen 
upon proving, what must be evident to man, woman, 
and child, namely, that the antlty^ is better than tho 

fXpe? — that the perioxmaxvce oi -w^^^V, \^ Y^^\££y^\& 
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Isetter 'than the promise itself? Herein lies the only 
difierenee*^ supposing your mass to hare been reallj 
infltitnted by Christ, and adopted — as in that case it 
voold have undoubtedly been — by his apostles. In 
every other respeet there would have existed nothing 
lass than perfect analogy — priest for priest, victim for 
Tietim; and it is this that you want to establish — for it 
is only this that would be of any avail to you; and yet 
such is your spiritual bewildermeut, that you don't 
know how to set about it. You want the blood, and 
yoa want the flesh; you want the authority of the 
apostle to give you a claim to them; and yet you are so 
blind to what must constitute the nature of that au- 
thority, as not to see that it is by a process of analogy; 
aod not of contrast, that Paul could supply you with it 
But Paul has no idea of your mass. He sees the Lord's 
Supper; but not a glimpse of your mass does he catch. 
He sees the cup and the bread; he sees their reference to 
the body and blood of the Lord ; but he perceives 
nothing else — as indeed how can he? " Wine, as yo« 

J'ounelf say, cannot be His hlood-^hread cannot he a 
ody»' This is one truth among a host of fictions! How 
did you happen to light upon it? — By going out of 
your way! 
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Ton proceed — " But on the other text I have a great 
* deal more to remark; for it is one of the strongest 
' passages which we could desire, in favour of our doctrine.'' 
The more you vaunt, Sir, of what you are going to do; 
the less you invariablff perform. The more you felicitate 
yourself upon an accumulation of strength, as you pro- 
ceed; the niore you make manifest your increasing weak- 
oeia. But let us see — " In the following chapter, St. Paul 
Renters at length into the institution of the Last Supper, 
*.^4 ho there deacrihea our Savionr's cow^^^\i Q\i ^i^ikaX 
^occasion, exactly as 8i Matthew and St. li«j8^^\».':«^^W»^ 
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* making use of preeiself the same simple 'words.*' H( 
comes it, Sir, that you constantly assert, not what y< 
know to be, bat what you wish to be? Or is Scriptu] 
when you open it, or refer to it, little better than a blai 
to you, even as regards the very letter? " Paul descril 
< our Saviour's conduct on that occasion exactly as i 
' Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke have done, maki 
'use of precisely the same simple words!" You take 
bold position! Let us see how the text bears you out. 
' Matthew — '^ Jesus took bread, and blessed it, and bra 
it, and gave it to the disciples, and said, Take.^eat; this 
my body. And he took the cup, and gave thanks, ai 
gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all of it: For this is i 
blood of the new testament, which is shed for many 1 
:the remission of sins. But I say unto you, I will x 
drink henceforth of this fruit of the tine, until tl 
•day when I drink it new with you in my Father's kit! 
'dom.*' 

Hark — <^ Jesus took bread, and blessed, and brake 
and gave to them, and said. Take, eat: this is my hoc 
And he took the cup, and when he had given than] 
lie gave it to them: and they all drank of it. And he si 
«nto them. This is my blood of the New Testamei 
which is shed for many. Verily I say unto you, I "w 
drink no more of the fruit of the vine, until that d 
that I drink it new in the kingdom of God." 

Luke — ''And he took bread, and gave thanks, a 

brake it, and gave unto them, saying, This is my boc 

which is given for you: this do in remembrance of n 

Likewise also the cup after supper, saying, This cup is t 

New Testament in my blood, which is shed for you." 

Paul — " The Lord Jesus, the same night in which 

was betrayed, took bread: And, when he had giv 

thanks, he brake it, and said. Take, eat; this is my bod 

which is broken for you: this do in remembrance of n 

After the same manner also he took the cup, and wh 

he had supped, saying, This cup is the New Testame 

in my blood: this do ye, aa oi\. «i& ^^ dxvsvk. It^ln remei 

bnmce of me,** 



ritTL AND LITEE. '211 



14 S^ it MMm« MHi tD ipeik lij thd cud vpon 

every important occasion, of merely human affairs; much 

more does it behove him to do so, in matters that pertain 

to eternal life, when the card is Scripture. Luke, *' the 

beloyed physician/* — ^the close companion of Paul in his 

trayels — ^his sole minister when in bonds — *' Only Luke is 

with me" — 2 Tim. iv, 11 — the repository, doubtless, of the 

revelation which Paul received, direct, from the ascended 

Saviour Himself — ^Luke alone can be said to coincide 

thoroughly with Paul, in giving the words of institution 

—which words are, "This is my body, which is broken 

for you: do this in remembrance of me. This cup is the 

£few Testament in my blood: this do ye, as oft as ye 

^nk it, in remembrance of me." This is PauPs account; 

and with this account, that of Luke, I repeat, thoroughly 

ecnneides. For though he uses the word ** given," where 

Paul writes ''broken;*' yet precisely the same idea is 

suggested; as the body was given to be broken; and 

.though he inserts the phrase " which is shed for you,^' 

which Paul does not employ, still he gives not a jot less 

than Paul givies, as the blood of Christ is always accom* 

•paoied with the idea of the shedding of that blood; and 

though he does not add to the cup the charge which Paul 

does — which Paul adds to the cup as well as the bread; 

yet having attached it to the bread, which precedes the 

cup; and both being in the same predicamenti it must be 

understood to be also connected with the latter. In the 

aeeount of Paul and Luke, adding what Matthew and 

Hark supply, we have the words of institution in full; 

and these words being, " This is my body, which is broken 

for you: do this in remembrance of me. This cup is the 

New Testament in my blood, which is shed for you: do this 

in remembrance of me; but 1 say unto you 1 will not drink 

henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day when I 

drink it new with you in my Father's kingdom;'* we have, 

at once, the full circumstances of the institution, and the 

whole end of the institution. That whole end was to 

commemorate the death of Christ, and tVvo«ft dx<5WKi- 

kanc^were the eating of broken bread wxd \)ci^ ^"w^iv&v 
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gating of wine, as the types of the Lord^s broken 
and poured out blood. To suppose them to be any 
•Ise, is an absurdity, so rank, so glaring, so irreoon< 
to human apprehension, as not to be conceivable, < 
where €rod has blinded the reason, and veiled the 
.with "strong delusion;*' for who, with his faculti 
Bcathed by the blasting of that curse which the Dei 
launched against those who do not receive " the 1< 
the truth/' can entertain for a moment the prepos 
{uroposition that Christ appointed His body and 
themselves, as their own memorials! When was it ki 
ainoe the world began, that a thing was a memor 
itself! It is an absolute impossibility. The memo] 
any thing implies the absence of that thing — is i 
stitute for that thing — ^is essentially different froi 
thing itself.^ 



THB CARDINAL CONGRATULATES HIMSELF UPON TD] 
DENCE THAT COKDEHNS HIM. 

"But, then," you say, ''he goes on to draw 
* quences from this doctrine. He has not left us th 
:^ narrative, as the other sacred penmen have don< 
'* he draws practical conclusions from it, and builds 
•it solemn injunctions and awful threats." Are ji 
labouring very hard to prejudice your dogma?' I 
what else? Out of eight sacred penmen, only one 
^practical conclusions from the narrative, and build 
fttl threats upon it; and yet that narrative embodies 
doctrine of the Eucharist! — one to which every ot 
subordinates! — one without subscribing to which, e 

* In one of those pestilent Popish works which are wri 
the form of question and answer, the catechumen is made 
" Can a thing be a memorial of itself?" Whereupon the 
^ves the Jesuitical answer " Tes;" and instances the rod of 
and the pot of manna! Whereas, the latter was kept as a me 

of the manna on which the lwae\ilea"Vi?i^fe^,wv^\X\a^<msi! 

inemoria} of the miracles ^VasJfcL laft,^\)efcTi ^geAwns^ Vj \\. 
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life iff nnattainablet That paramount doctrine is allnddd - 
to^in pisctieal conelasions — ^in solemn injunctions and 
twful threats — hj only one of the sacred penmen; of 
the rest, fonr observing perfect silence, and three present- 
ing us with nothing but '* the bare narrative! ' ' Can this 
lie eredible, and your dogma, at the same time, scriptural? 
Ohi any man believe that your doctrine of *< the blessed 
Incharist " is scriptural, when this is the case? What! 
Subordinate doctrine, copiously treated of by Peter, 
Mm, James, and Jude, in their epistles; and the doc- 
tr&ie that leaves all others behind, overlooked by them! 
— tofaUy overlooked! This, Sir— except where the blight 
of " strong delusion " has corrupted and withered the 
Tery sap of reason-*— this, except in such a case, is not 
only incredible, but absolutely inconceivable — that is ta 
say, if our Saviour's words, as your church alleges, em- 
body her dogma of the blessed Eucharist, to the partaker 
alone of which, eternal life is promised. But this is not 
all Ought not something to be apprehended on your 
part, from the presence of nothing more than " solemn 
injunctions and awful threats.** Ought we not to find 
enjoining and promises as well — if the sixth of John be 
in any respect an anticipation of the Lord's Supper? — ^if 
the sixth of John afford any, the least, plea for founding 
vpon it the doctrine of transubstantiation? ''Here,'* 
yon continue, *^at any rate wo must expect plain and^ 
Mntelligible phraseology; and expressions no ways likely 
'to mislead. How then does he write? ' He that eateth 
and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment 
*to himself, not discerning the body of the Lord ' — Again 
*— * Whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the chalice 
^of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and 
'blood of the Lord/ " I request you to cast your eye 
again over the sixth of John. Once, only, in the course 
of those verses which you regard as an anticipation of 
the Lo^'s Supper, do we meet with threatening, " Ex- 
^t ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink His 
blood, ye have uo life in you;" wbi\© i\o te^et >^kcl 
/ /fff times do we meet with the promise oi lew^t^ ''^\ 
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akn the liying bread which came down fi^m heaven.' tt 
any man eat of this bread) he shall liye for ever."-^ 
" Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath ; 
eternal life; and I will raise him up at the last day/'~- 
'^ He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, dwell* 
eth in me, and I in him.' *•-«-« As the Hying Father hath 
sent me, and I liye by the Father, so he that eateth me^ 
eveiL he shall liye by me." — ** This is that bread which, 
cfune down from heayen,'' etc. " He that eateth of this 
bread shall liye for oyer." Not only, no promise, resem-. 
bling these, but no promise, whatsoevevy is attached to 
the partaking of the Lord's Supper; either where the- 
founding of that institution is recorded, or where that- 
institution is commented upon! One object is alone 
assigned, to the rite " Do this in remembrance of me;" 
and that by two of the sacred writers — Luke and Paul. , 
The silence of Matthew and Mark is easily accounted for.- 
Familiar with the simply commemoratiye nature of the 
rite, and aware that no other character was attached to, 
it by the churches of their time; they thought that they 
were recording enough. The fuller narrative of Paul, 
and Luke may be also easily accounted for. Christ, thoi 
immediate, sole instructor of the Gentile apostle, fore- 
seeing the abuse to which the Lord's Supper would be 
perverted by the Gentile church of Rome, provided, 
against it, in favour of His elect, by directing his pecu* 
liarly chosen apostle to the only end for which it was 
instituted; and Luke profited by what was revealed to 
Paul, his constant companion, and the paramount human, 
hero of his history. 

But to return to the " practical conclusions and aw- 
ful threats," why do we meet with nothing else than 
awful threats? If the 6th of John furnish, indeed, an 
anticipation of the Lord's Supper-^-If the Lord speaks 
literally, there, enjoining the real eating of His flesh and 
drinking of His blood — attaching to these acts the re- 
wards of the resurrection and eternal life; and if Ho 
means us to understand that iVve bread and the cup are 
cbaoged into His blood awd fLe^\i<--->XK^\ ^^^^j^voiS. 
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blood, wBich He promises to us in John, are giren to 
us in the Lord's Supper; vrhy are not the rewards of 
the resurrection and eternal life, attached to the cup 
and bread? Why are the cup and hread alluded to bj 
Pbul, "without being accompanied by the least mention 
of any reward tohateverf If you meet this difficulty 
by objecting that those rewards are understood, I re* 
join that so might the threats be, were they not set down; 
but they are set down, and why not the rewards as 
well? If the doctrine which is presented to us in the 
narratiyes of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Paul, be iden-* 
tieal with what your church pretends to find in the 
6th of John; why does not that identity appear? — why 
has it been rendered so questionable that even, in the 
lying Oouncil of Trent, it was so much a subject of dis^ 
pute^ as to prevent that most unholy synod from com- 
ing to a decision upon the true interpretation of the 
6th of John? Did Paul know what he was about when 
he assigned to the Lord's Supper a simply commemorative 
eharacter? Did he know that the resurrection and 
eternal life were attached to the receiving of the bread 
and cup, when he left us without the slightest hint of 
snoh a recompence? Would Paul *' draw practical con'* 
elnsions" only in part? — Would he leave the most im- 
portant practical conclusions wholly out?-— Would he 
talk to us of nothing but penalty, when the most 
precious rewards were at hand? Did he not know 
haman nature, with the spirit to prompt him? Was 
be not aware that the promise of recompence stimulates 
to the avoidance of infliction, and would he with* 
hold the promise, and record nothing but the threat? 
And now. Sir, what do you gain by your appeal to this 
** one of the strongest passages which you could desire in 
fiivour of your doctrine?*' — This is what you gain : By 
directing us to the '* practical conclusions and awful 
threats " of Paul, you furnish us with a proof that the 
respective narratives of Paul, Matthew, Mark, and Luke, 
Ke destitute of any reference whatsoever \.o \\v^ ^"Ocl ^1 
Jalm; for' ^d such reference exist^^oiiT ^Vyq^olt '^\\cfi#^ 
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most liave established it; which, failing to do^ He Tirti 
ally denies it. He says, ^ Do this "—not that you ma 
enjoy eternal life; not that I may raise you up at tl 
Last Day; not that you may dwell in me, and that 
may dwell in you; not that you may live by me, as 
lire by the Father— all which motiyes we meet with i 
the 6th of John — but ** in remembranoe of me"— -a pu 
port to which John makes no allusion! The case of yon 
church, as concerns her dogma of transubstantiatioD, 
simply this — She 'lusted to become the queen "ov 
Qod*s heritage;'* she stroTe U> convert that heritage in 
-an instrument for pampering her own fleshly ambitio 
to effect this object she boldly, impudently, and bli 
phemously claimed the exclusive right of interpreti] 
Qod's Holy Word; she first denounced, then persecute 
then destroyed, wheresoever that right was dispute 
upon the plea of that right she denied to Christ tl 
power of saving souls, independently of her exdusi' 
eo-operation; upon the plea of that right, she command 
it to be received, that, in instituting the Last Suppc 
Christ changed the bread and wine into His body ai 
blood, and endowed His apostles and their pretend 
successors with the power of repeating the miracle; ai 
upon the plea of succession to that power, she consun 
mated her treason against the King of Heaven, by r 
morselessly launching against her opponents the atrocio 
dogma that *' eternal life is promised only to those wl 
worthily partake of the blessed Eucharist" — her Eucha 
ist, not Christ's — thus excluding from a chance of ben 
fiting by God's broad amnesty of mercy, all who mig 
dare to seek a share in it, without resorting to her pal 
I know not, Sir, the date of this dogma. I am awa 
that your church has consolidated her huge and monstro 
tyranny by degrees. But this I do know — the spirit of tl 
dogma does not breathe in the words of the institutic 
themselves. " Do this in remembrance of me" falls in 
nitely short of a warrant for the proposition '< Eternal li 
ia promised only to those who worthily partake of tl 
blessed Eucharist.** A. \>Q\>\/et nv^^si^uXi xdcqis^» \^ Vsiis 



CRAFT OP BOMB. 217 

Mming, elsewhere, in Scripture; or this most politic 
oaoon of your chureh, is iu danger! In the time of the 
wraciaus holy Council of Trent, some of your church's 
priesthood, as it would appear from your own statement, 
vera aware of this flaw in the title; and would fain have 
nmedied it by isolating a few verses in John — I say 
Mating — cutting them wholly off from any relation- 
ship to the rest of Scripture, by reading them, literally; 
for, literally read, they have no business to appear where 
they are! — ^they do not belong to the rest of the chapter 
—no chapter throughout the New Testament acknow- 
ledges affinity with them! — they are strangers to the 
whole context, and, by their presence, convert harmony 
into discord, and conformity into dissent! This &ct 
was 00 self-evident to others, among the holy Synod, 
that they demurred — according to your own account. 
They eoiUd say "ay" to the lie, "Whereas our Redeemer 
Christ did declare that to be truly His body/' etc., but 
they could not bring themselves to acknowledge, that 
identity existed between two objects, whose disparity 
with reference to one another was manifest! They 
would not be persuaded to join in the assertion that the 
doctrine "Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my 
blood, hath eternal life; and I will raise him up at the 
Last Day," was conveyed in the command that related 
to the bread and the cup, albeit, changed into the body 
and blood of the Lord, ** This do in remembrance of me." 
How your church comes, now, to be unanimous, as it 
seems to be, regarding a question whereupon it was 
fmnerly divided, I can only account for by referring it 
to the &ct) that the natural progress of evil is from had 
to worse. Besides, I can estimate the enormous weight 
of the disgrace, according to human apprehension, of 
adcnowledging that we have been propagating falsehood 
under the name of truth, and of relinquishing usurpation, 
nuuntained under the plea of a right ; while I am 
thoroughly aware of the fact, that though you m9.Y profess 
to find the body and blood, in Matthew, Mark, Luke, and 
fsul; John, alone, can help you to an. qxam^^ i<(^x ^^ 
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monstrous assertion, that you receive into your moath, 
the soul and divinity — '' As the living Father has sent 
me, and as I live by the Father; so he that eateth me, 
even he shall live by me.'' This text, you imagine, 
allows you and your communicants to swallow the 
divinity and soul of Christ, in addition to His body and 
blood! 



THE OABDIKAL ASKS A DAMQEBOUS (QUESTION, AHD 
TOLUNTESRS A STILL ICORE PERILOUS ANSWER 

And, now. Sir, proceed to your comments upon the doc- 
trine of Paul — *^ Here are two denunciations, founded hy 

* St. Paul, on the doctrine of the Eucharist The first is 

* that whosoever receives unworthily, drinks judgment oi 

* damnation to himself, because he does not discern th< 
' body of the Lord. What is the meaning of discerning ttu 
< body of Christ? '' Now, what could tempt you to ask 
' this question? And what could tempt you to answer it 
yourself? Your answer would destroy your dogma, wen 
not that object sufficiently effected by you already. Her< 
is your answer — *' Is it not to distinguish it from othei 
' food, to make a difference between it and other things?* 
Tour answer involves an impossibility. Not all th( 
power of your miracle-working church can enable it 
communicants to distinguish the Lord's body from an) 
other kind of food; because one kind of food is dis 
tinguishable from another only by taste and sight; anc 
we have the reiterated express, though unwilling anc 
indirect, admission of your church, that the evidence o 
the senses is against, and not in favour of, the preseno 
of the Lord's body. Food, to be sure, is spiritual as wel 
as material; but it is not spiritual food that you have ii 
view, but the real masticable body of the Lord. — " Thai 

* which was originally bread and wine is, by the conse^ 

* cratlon, changed into the substance of the body and blooc 

* of our Lord, together with his soul and divinity — va 
'other words, lus comp\e\.e a.ii^ Q\iM\t^ ^^t^oiil" To 
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aasert that Christ is substantially present, to be e^ten hj 
yon and your communicants; yet, if you look, you can- 
not see him; if you eat, you cannot taiste him; you taste 
ind you see what in^cates the presence of a totally 
diierent thing; and, notwithstanding, you ask whether 
the phrase of the apostle — ^^ not discerning the body of 
the Lord" — does not mean to distinguish it from other 
food] How can you distinguish, from other food, food 
that you can neither taste nor see? Paul, then, by 
employing the phrase " not discerning the body of the 
Lord,'' cannot mean, ** not to distinguish it from other 
food;'' because there exist no means whatsoever , where- 
upon we can found a distinction. It is not then the 
body of the Lord itself of wliich Paul enjoins the dis^ 
oeming. It is something that relates to that body^ 
something that we can discern — something between 
idiich and another thing we can make a distinction — 
which distinction, if we fail to make, we incur judgment. 
Must it be the body of the Lord? When men speak of dis- 
cerning a thing, must it always be that Tery thing which 
they discern? Men say that they discern the hand of 
Qodf when some crime has been discovered by extra- 
ordinary means; but is it the hand of God, itself, which 
they discern? No, Sir; but an effect which they cannot 
account for, otherwise, than by attributing it to that 
hand. The cause is put in place of the effect. When a 
Roman Catholic controversialist cunningly isolates, or 
remorselessly mutilates, the text of Scripture, attempts 
to pass off disproof for proof, discrepancy for analogy, 
sophistry for logic, while he maligns the Word of God, 
by denying its all-sufficiency; I discern that ''strong 
delusion," with which the Almighty threatens those 
who **have not received the love of the truth, that 
they might be saved." But is it the ** strong delusion,*' 
Uself, that I discern? No; but its effect. So, Sir, when 
I^ul speaks of '* discerning the body of the Lord," he 
employs the antitype, in place of the type; because the 
type admits of being discerned, which, tke ^wtvt'j^ 
niieriy de^es. It is the referenee V7\ufi\i ^^ i^rmst 
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bears to the latter which he contemplates, and which, 
not being recognized in all its bearings, by the com- 
municant, that communicant eats or drinks judgment 
or damnation to himself — coming to the Lord's table 
with a lie in his mouth — not believing what he pro- 
fesses to belicye. For if Ananias and Sapphira were 
struck with instant death, for lying to the Holy Ghost^ 
with reference to their earthly goods; how much more 
worthy of judgment is he who lies to the Holy Ghost, 
with reference to the table of the Lord — mocking that 
Lord with a profession of faith which he does not feel, 
and with a show of homage which he does not pay! 

THE CARDINAL STILL RASHLY INQUISITIYE, AND DAN- 
GEROUSLY COMMUNICATIVE. 

You proceed — ♦• But, if the body of Christ be not 
' really there, how can the offence be considered as directed 
'against the body of Christ?" How can you ask so pre- 
posterously frivolous a question? Why, a child, once 
corrected for committing a fault in his father's absence, 
must be perfectly aware of that which seems to be an 
inexplicable riddle to you. You continue — " It may be 
/against His dignity or goodness, but surely it is not an 
* offence against His body." Why not against His body, 
as well as against either His dignity or goodness? Show 
how his dignity or goodness may be offended against, 
while, at the same time, his body may not be offended 
against! Disconnect Christ, if you can, from the body 
that constituted Him Christ! — the body that bore the 
stripes by which we are healed — the body whose resur- 
rection was the pledge for our resurrection — the body 
that made palpable, to the very senses of men, the pres- 
ence of the Creator in the person of the Redeemer! To 
offend against the dignity or goodness of Christ, with- 
out offending against His body, is an impossibility! 
But it is far from impossible, Sir, to offend against that 
body, though it be absent, when its type is before us, if 
vre abuse that type, as some oi \Xiq CjQit\\i^Ct2^kas!& ^4» 
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Yon now direct attention to the phrases — ^*' guilty 
« of the body "—'* guilty of the blood." You say— *'But, 
'on the second sentence, it is curious to observe, that, 
'throughout Scripture, the form of speech there used 
' occurs only once besides, in the Epistle of St. James 
' ii, 10, where it is said, that whoever transgresses one 
< commandment is guilty of the whole — that is, of a 
'violation or transgression of all the commandments. 
' It is the only passage parallel in construction to this, 
' where the unworthy communicant is said to be guilty 
' — not of injury, not of crime — but guilty of the thing 
' against which the crime is committed — that is, guilty 
'of the body of Christ." And pray, Sir, what advantage 
can you possibly take of a peculiar phrase, which you 
yourself prove to be elliptical, and the full meaning of 
which you yourself set forth in ordinary language?— 
"that is, a violation or transgression of all the com- 
'mandmentsV If this, your own explanation, and the 
proper one, be the meaning of James; the meaning of 
Paul is obvious. ** Guilty of the body of Christ," sig- 
nifies, "guilty of an offence against His body;'* and 
this you subsequently state in the teeth of your own pro- 
position — " Guilty — ^not of injury, not of crime — ^but of 
'the thing againstwhich the crime is committed! '* You say 
— ^ This is a peculiar expression, and, perhaps, may be 
'iHostrated by a similar form in the Roman law, where 
'a man, guilty of treason, or an offence against majesty, 
*ig called, 'guilty of majesty* (reus majestatis^f that 
'^u, of an injury or offence against it.** And what is 
the most important conclusion which you draw from this 
** nnUlar /arm?'* Here it is! — " We see, here, that the 
'tujworthy receiver is guilty of the body, tliat is, of an 
'offence against the body, of Christ ; but, as in the one 
'case^if the majesty were not there, that crime could not 
'be committed ; so, likewise, unless the body of our Sa- 
'Tiour was here, to be unworthily approached, the abuse of 
'the Eucharist could not be called an offence against it.*' 
This, in brief, is your argument. A petaoiL cwav^H. \i^ 
^'^iltjr of the body of Christ, unless the boArj of <w.T 
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8ciif>iour uHM heri^* — because a person cannot be '*gu{Uyo 

majesty, if the majesty were not there^ Where, I pra; 

you t Of course, wheresoeveir treason is committed/ a 

the body of Christ is alleged to be present wheresoere 

the mass is celebrated, otherwise the cases are no 

parallel. But what do you understand by the term ** me 

jesty?" Boes it represent to your mind a person, or th 

mere attribute of a person, as employed in the phrasi 

** guilty of majesty?" Tou must surely be aware tha 

" majesty)*' is the mere title of the sovereign? — that i 

is employed figuratively, in place of the sovereign ? I 

the sovereign then, present wheresoever a plot is hatcli 

ing against him ; as the body, according to your creed, i 

present, wheresoever you perpetrate that act of treaso 

against Christ, your raukly idolatrous mass ? Treaso 

may be perpetrating in a thousand places, while tfa 

sovereign is in the metropolitan palace. Is the sovereig 

absolutely present, in person, in everyone of those thoi 

sand places ? If not, what avails your appeal to tl 

^^reus majestatis?" What can possess you, that yo 

make it? Nothing, Sir, one atom short of '< strong d 

lusion!" To the wrath of God ahne can be attribute 

the otherwise inconceivable fact, that a man of almo 

infinite attainments — as you would appear to be— shou] 

commit himself to an excess of absurdity, which woul 

be insufferable in the pupil of a preparatory school! Bi 

take the full benefit of this luminous paragraph-—'' Nai 

rather such a designation would diminish the guilt**- 

most assuredly not, in the case of '^reus majestatis, 

The guilt would be equally atrocious, next door to tl 

sovereign, or a thousand miles distant — " For, to sa 

* that a person offends against Christ Himself, or that 1 

* offends against God, is a much greater denunciation • 

* guilt, than to say that he offends against the body < 

* Christ, except in cases of actual personal injury. Ft 

* while the greatest outrage possible would be one again 

' His body, when personally ill-treated, as in the case 

^ the Jews, who buffeted. ax\d «\3i<iv&ftd Rim. •, yet, in i 

' absence^ it is the wes^eatxcwidLe oS. d.e»ct\)cfai%S3ii^ ^<Ss8b 
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m we are to suppose Him sitting at the right hand of 
I, and, consequently, not to be approached by man.'* 
greatest outrage, possible, Sir, was notthat which was 
nitted by the Jews ; a yet greater was left for your 
ch to achieve. The Jews knew not Him they cruci- 
-'^Father, forgive them, for they know not what they 

Tour church makes a boast of sacrificing him, and 

>rofesses to know Him. The Jews crucified Him at 

instigation of their priests; your church sacrifices 

at the suggestion of her own carnal lusts. For cen- 

s has the treamiry of your church been actually fed 

what she pretends to feed her victims with — ^the 
' and blood of Christ ; whereas, the pockets of the 
?, for aught that we know, were not " two pence" 
heavier for piercing the one or shedding the other. 
Jews crucified Christ, believing Him, as Paul once 
to be the enemy of their religion ; your church sac- 
iB Him in order to propagate what indeed He came 
estroy — idolatry — ^for an idolatress she is, deny it till 
are black in the face! Ay ! and an arch idolatress! 
'ein lies the secret of her success, in persuading sub- 
»tion to her monstrous heresies. The natural man pre- 
walking by '* sight" to walking " by faith"— prefers 
alk right counter to the direction of the apostle— -and 
she knows it — and thoroughly has she availed her- 
of the knowledge! She presents a wafer to his eyes^ 
then puts it upon his tongue ; and while his tongue 
his eyes declare it to be nothing but a wafer, suo- 
s in making him believe — credence outraging absolute 
riction — that by the power of her legerdemain passes, 
unholy muttering of sacred words, the piece of dough 
langed into the body, blood, soul, and divinity of our 
1 Jesus Christ! Thus she and her votaries walk by 
t, yet know not what they see, seeing through 
'ong delusion." 

Lnd what must be the state of your spiritual vision, 
)u really believe that the comments of Paul supply 
with even an atom of ground fot it^XJA^va^ "^^^oct 
m/ What gave rise to those corax)asu\aV-^\ffl^ 
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induced Paul to recapitulate, to the Corinthians, 
they had already received from him, as the imm 
revelation of the Lord ? — What cause, I ask, wi 
the occurring of "which Paul, in all human probal 
would never have said a word upon the subject, 
rise to all that he says, with reference to the '. 
Supper 1 The knowledge of this must be attended 
the result of throwing some little light upon the s 
of discussion, and consequently ought to be des 
on the part of those who wish for light — who d 
<<love darkness better," Now the cause in qu' 
lies as directly before your eyes as it does before ; 
and canH you see it 1 or, if you see it, why d 
refrain from noticing it 1 That cause may sur< 
presumed to afford an opportunity for ascerta 
beyond all hazard of error, the interpretation whii 
primitive church attached to the words of Chr 
*' This is my body"—*' This is my blood 1"— Ala 
it is not the interpretation of the primitive churcl 
that of your own church, which it unhappily coi 
you to establish ! The Corinthians offended in 
mode of celebrating the Lord's Supper. What 
stituted their offence? — ^Did they change the int 
tation of the ritet Paul lays no such charge to 
account. Of what does he accuse them, then 
behaving at a solemn, commemorative feast, as t 
it were nothing more than an ordinary meal, 
these Corinthians have been, ever, taught to belies 
the wine was absolutely changed into the blood 
the bread into the body, of Christ 1 Tliey sera 
for the bread, as the means of satisfying animal app 
Could the body of the Lord have been adapted to si 
end 1 They plied the cup, as an incentive to int 
tion ! Could such a result have proceeded from ( 
ing the blood of the Lord 1 Had those Cor in 
ever entertained, or had they been ever taught 
tertain, the most remote idea of ** the Real Pres 
when they thus deported \.\\em^ft\Ne^, va. celebrati 
Lord^a Supper 1 — ** 'V^lieii "je <iom^ \.o%^'Osi«^ \X 



THE CORINTHIANS CONDEMN THE DOGMA. 225 

into one place, this is not to eat the Lord's Supper. 
For, in eating, every one taketh before other bis own 
sapper: and one is hungry, and another is drunken* 
What I Have ye not houses to eat and to drink in? 
or despise ye the church of God, and shame them that 
have not ? Shall I praise you in this 1 What shall I 
say to you ? I praise you not. Again, " Wherefore, 
my brethren, when ye come together to eat, tarry one 
for another ; and if any man hunger, let him eat at 
home ; that ye come not together unto condemnation." 
The church that could have subjected itself to such a 
rebuke, and rendered such a caution necessary, could, 
sorely, have never believed, or have been ever taught to 
believe, that the bread and wine were changed into the 
body, blood, soul, and divinity of the Lord Jesus Christ; 
and yet they had been previously instructed in the words 
of institution — " For I have received of the Lord that 
'which also I delivered unto you, that the Lord Jesus, the 
nme night in which He was betrayed, took bread; and, 
when He had given thanks. He brake it, and said, Take, 
Eat; This is my body, which is broken for you : this 
do in remembrance of me. After the same manner 
also. He took the cup, when He had supped, saying. 
This cup is the new testament in my blood : this do 
ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me." These 
words of our Lord, the Corinthians, as Paul declares, 
bad received from the apostle, previously to the offence 
with which he charges them. Did they interpret those 
words as you do? Did he, from whom they received 
them, interpret them as you do ? If those words em- 
bodied your dogma, was not the exposition of that dog- 
ma demanded ? Do they, of themselves, declare that 
Cbrist performed the miracle of changing the bread 
into His flesh, and the wine into His blood? Do they, 
of themselves, declare that the soul and divinity of 
Christ are given in addition to the body and bloodt 
I)o they, of themselves, declare that the cup, as well as 
the breads i^ ch&nged into the entire "jpeisoTL oi ^\!imV\ 
J>othej, of tbemselvea, declare that t\xe liOi^'^ ^\y:^\«^ 
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includes the actual sacrifice of Christ 1 Do they, of 
themselves, declare that eternal life is promised only to 
those who worthily partake of the cup and the bread 1 
These several propositions — ^not to speak of your sacri- 
ficial priest and altar — are met with in your dogma. 
Why are they not met with in the words of institution, 
upon which words your dogma is founded? You travel 
to John for some of them I Why does not Paul give his 
sanction to your excursion, when he who spoke those 
words in John, was himself, the direct instructor o£ 
Paul? If those words were indeed anticipatory of the 
Lord's Supper, here was an opportunity that imper- 
atively demanded the identification. Why does not 
Paul anticipate themi Why does not Paul say at least, 
something in unison with the Interpretation which you 
attach to them? Why does he not tell the Corinthians 
that it is the real body of Christ which they have been 
devouring as common bread, and the real blood of 
Christ which they have been swallowing to intoxication! 
Because Paul would not concoct a lie I And even 
had he done so, the Corinthians would not have be- 
lieved him — the more especially as such an effect as 
the latter could not possibly have proceeded from the 
imbibing of such a fluid. Out of the five epistlers, Paul 
is the only one who alludes to the Lord's Supper; who 
comments upon it, and explains it — ^though it sufficiently 
explains itself. And this is the lucid and thorough ex- 
planation of the apostle. " For, as often as ye eat this 
hready and drink this cup, ye do " — What? " Eat and 
drink the complete and entire person of Christ?'* No! 
*' Really eat His flesh and drink His blood?" No! 
•' Employ the sole means of insuring everlasting life ? " 
Ko!— What then? ** Ye do show the Lord's death till 
He come." They show His death. Where does your 
church get a living Christ, to sacrifice Him? — Prom 
this passage? It gives you only His death! The bread 
and wine which He presented, separately, were sym- 
bolical alone of His deaWi — s^ToSi^i^Cv^^ oil "^v?^ -^"wted- 
flesli and blood •— 8yiDibo\\ca\ ol laSaXicA-^^^Vw^i 5^- 
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united from His blood, '* He yielded up the ghost"— 
The " body whidi is broken " gives you nothing but 
His death. The blood *< which is shed" gives you 
nothing but His death. The iDJunotion which He pro- 
nounced, *' Do this in remembrance of me/' gives you 
nothing; but His death-— the death which He died but 
^anc^ — the one consummating sacrifice, by whose 
blood the fire of the altar was quenched, never to be 
kindled again; the altar itself was washed for ever, away; 
and the vocation of the priest was declared to be thence- 
forward, and for ever, a nullity! Where, I repeat, do 
you find your living victim, to sacrifice him, and to 
nm him again? God disclaims all recognition of such 
a victim as yours! Where do you find him then? In 
your tradition ! And where did your tradition find 
bim? There, whence she stole her altar— in the temple 
of the heathen ! And to whom did the heathen sacri- 
tee? Paul informs you — ^'But I say that the things 
▼faich the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to devils, and 
not to God" It is a heathen sacrifice which your church 
offers. To whom does she oflfer it then?— To God? No! 
The doctrine which she attaches to her sacrifice was 
aever derived from God! — ^Eternal life is promised 
ndy to those who worthily partake of the blessed 
Eucharisf — In other words, " We must be damned, 
foithout the agency of the Eoman priesf^ — though he be 
<k lowest craftsman of the trade/ Is not this some- 
thing more than a solace for that poverty upon which 
yon and your co-theologians so complacently and elo- 
^Tk^tly and confidently dilate? If the humbler followers 
of your craft be bare of revenues, what of that, when 
tby are dad from head to foot, as you declare, with 
tfitperhuman power? What of the rags of him who 
believes that he co-operates in holding the keys? What 
<rf the hovel, whose door he must stoop to enter, when 
be thinks of the heaven of whose gate he is taught to 
^eve himself the assistant, but alleged indispensable 
Juutw? Power ia the jewel for wYiich. men W3^'NcA«t 
^srikfj riebes like ehaff! Who woudei^ \\i<^Ti« ^X ^^ 
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fealty of your poor parish priest, or, poorer parish cui 
Though he lodge in a pig-stye, and his parishioner 
palace, yet, to the tenant of the pig-stye must the loi 
the palace humhly come, and kneel down, with jo 
uplifted hands, and thrust his tongue out, that he : 
receive the blessed Eucharist! '' Eternal life is prom 
only to those who worthily partake of the ble 
Eudiarist!" Here, especially, lurks the carnal genit 
your church! Where, I ask, does your church pro 
her living victim? At the baker's and the vintni 
And to whom does she offer that victim? To ( 
What, Sir! When the Spirit declares that " there i 
more sacrifice for sinsf That " by one offeriug He 1 
perfected for ever, them that are sanctified?** 1 
church audaciously stands up to €kid, and treason] 
and blasphemously contradicts Him to His face! 
stops the sacrifice; she commands it to go on! God 
Clares that by His one sacrifice the believer is perfe 
for ever; and she proclaims that, without her sacrif 
the believer is not perfected for ever; and she just 
herself by quoting the Word of God, as if God could j 
Himself the lie! Can it possibly be to God that 
offers the sacrifices which God disowns? She says 
she offers them to God! I know she does. I know 
she nominally offers them to God; but to whom < 
she virtually offer them? What accrues from th 
The pampering of the lusts of Power, Pomp, Pride, I 
To whom, then, does she offer the sacrifice of the m 
if not to the father of those lusts ? — if not to the fai 
of all lusts and lies? — if not to him, to whom, in real 
she raises what God has rejected — what God has 
pressly refused to dwell in — "temples made "^ 
hands;*' and, calling them God's, fills them with shr 
at which her votaries may be seen kneeling be 
canvas, wood, or stone — the portraits, as likely, of a 
tesans or vagabonds, as of honest men or women- 
short, of any description of human beings, except 
samts, by whose names she ca\\% v\v«ml These are 
sacred, sightless, deaf, d\aii\>» ^xe^sWesa^ mwi^^sa^^^ 
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kss, motionless habitants, over whom the roofs, or 
cupolas, of her temples, protectiDgly, devotional ly, and 
«nilting1y-y soar!«-her temples which vie with theatres 
in shows, pageants, mummeries, and melo-dramas, 
''alluring through the lusts of the flesh" — alluring 
^ough *' the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes," and 
tars, ** and the pride of life," which " is not of the Father, 
but is of the world! " And what is your mass but a 
melo-drama — part speech, part music, part pantomime 
—except that anything approaching to the trick, in 
bftrefa(»d shallowness, would be hissed and hooted, if 
represented upon the professional boards. Sir! Sir — the 
all-benighted savage priest, who makes a shapeless log of 
wood the Deity, whose worship he Superintends, presents 
a less revolting spectacle of degraded humanity, than the 
prime actor in your mass affords; for the former dresses 
Qp the log, albeit with rags and feathers; whereas the 
latter makes no alteration in the wafer or the cup, 
imt, presenting them, stark-naked before the eyes of 
your church's besotted votaries, exclaims — ''Behold 
yow God!" 



THE cardinal's DOCTRINE IMPUGNS THE TRUTH OF 

SCRIPTURE. 

As, I believe, I told you before, I tell you now— your 
^urch searches Scripture solely with the view of finding 
<n apology for her peculiar dogmas ; of isolating, to that 
end, some texts, or some single text, or some portion 
<*f a text, for whose proper interpretation she may 
srtfdlly substitute her own. The exclusive aim of her 
inquiries is to propagate faith in the word of her tradition, 
^ the cost of faith in the Word of God— in other terms, 
to convert Christ into an ally of antichrist. She quotes 
the 6th of John ; dilates upon it ; analyses it, as she 
thbks ; but she pays no heed to what the apostle says, 
clse^ere. She taxes every nerve, that she may succeed 
'^hreaking Scripture, though Christ HiiikadiftiL^QS\.\:^\.^ 
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with her, and tells her that " Scripture cannot be brok( 
You maj object that it is the Book of the Law to wl 
Christ here alludes. What of that, when the speak( 
the same that dictcUed the Book of the Law, and i 
addresses us, in the Book of Grace 1 Tour church 1 
us that, unless we take Christ in at our mouths, we < 
not enjoy eternal life ; and Christ says — " Not that wl 
goeth into the mouth defileth a man." Surely jot 
not require to be informed that it is the spiritual ma 
or the soul of man — that Christ contemplates here ! 
the physical man — or the body of man — may be tnr 
to a mass of corruption by '< that which goeth into 
mouth." Now, if spiritual defilement cannot folloiv 
such a case, spiritual purification is, alike, an imposs 
contingency ; and yet your church tells us that '^ Etei 
life is promised only to those who worthily partake of 
blessed Eucharist 1" Does not your church endeayoiu 
break Scripture? Christ declares again — ^* WhaUoi 
entereth in at the mouth goeth into the belly, and is i 
out into the draught." The process which the blef 
Eucharist, when partaken of, undergoes, is here n 
lucidly defined by Christ Himself — is excluded from i 
spiritual operation whatsoever ! And yet your chu 
assure us that '^ Eternal life is promised only to those "v 
worthily partake of the blessed Eucharist !" Does : 
your church endeavour to break Scripture ? Paul, in 
spirit of Christ's declaration, writes — "Meats for 
belly, and the belly for meats.** Your church exclaim! 
" Meat for the spirit^ She tells us that " we must reo 
eat the body, and drink the blood of Christ, as a me 
of insuring the enjoyment of etei nal life." Does not y 
church endeavour to break Scripture 1 Is she not*vt 
like the holy apostolid church which she gives herself ' 
to be ? As like as heresy is to orthodoxy ! as a lie is 
a truth ! I ask you, Sir, what else can we discover h( 
except something that is more than akin to what mij 
be expected to issue from " those gates that shall not i 
vail against'* the church of Jesus? — the church wb 
He built— ^not upon Peter, W\. m^qw \)ti<^ ^\.^xw^ ixs 
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vbkh the Father revealed to the apoetle — ** Then art the 
ulirist, the Son of the liviog God !" 



THE CABDINAL FATUITOUSLT APPEALS AGAIN TO THE 

SIXTH OF JOHN. 

Tou now present us with a brief review of those 
gronndPy upon which you have attempted, most Taiuly, 
to found the truth of your dogma ; still begging the 
question, or misrepresenting, or misinterpretiDg, as you 
go on. You say — •' Now, looking at all the texts on the 
'Eucharist, conjointly, there is an observation which can 
< hardly fail to strike auy considerate and reflecting mind. 
' We bring to bear on it four distinct classes of texts. First, 
' ve have a long discourse, delivered by our Saviour under 

* particular circumstances" — which circumstances you 
wholly forbear to notice, and which would have, infallibly, 
led you to the true interpretation of that discourse, had 
you been capable, or desirous, of understanding them — '< a 

* considerable time before His passion^*— And manifestly 
nlating to His passion, instead of your doctrine of the 
Eacharist— '' Others suppose him to have, throughout it, 
'treated of faith, or the necessity of believing in Him."— 
Ay, Sir, and most naturally and reasonably, as the results 
are precisely those which He, wholly, attributes to faith^- 
''Yet, through a certain part of that discourse. He studi- 
'ously avoids any expression which could possibly lead 
'His hearers to understand Him in that sense.'' — ^What, 
Bir! when in that " certain part" of His discourse. He 
presents us reiteratedly with language which precludes 
ihapossihility of maintaining that He speaks in any other 
sense! — ''But, again and again, uses phrases which 
'naturally bring all who heard Him to believe that it 

* Was necessary to eat His flesh and drink His blood — 
to receive His body," What evidence have you of 
this 1 Speak as you please of the reprobate Jews, and 
of the hypocritical, false disciples; but spare the 
fiuthful of the brotherhood — spare at \eaa^ t\kft V«<^^'i\ 
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Refrain from charging them with so grossly misi|lte^ 
pretiDg their Lord — with entertaining, for a moment^ 
the shamefully disparaging idea, that what would de- 
stroy the credit of an ordinary human teacher, could 
possihly have occurred with Him — the propounding of 
doctrine, totally suhversive of His previous doctrine, 
reiteratedly enjoined — that, after having, uniformly, 
stipulated one condition upon which eternal life might 
be obtained, He could, now, in the second yeas of 
His ministry, propose another; and one, without com- 
plying with which, the former would be rendered no- 
thing less than nugatory! Refrain from accusing them 
of entertaining the slightest conception that what the 
youngest of the apostles— one that, to use his own Ian* 
guage, was '' the least of the apostles," was '* not meet 
to be called an apostle,^ was *' as one born out of dne 
time** — would have shrunk from being; their Lord and 
Master, Himself, could possibly stoop to become, " ye>» 
yea,'' and " nay, nay!" — and that, in almost one and the 
same breath! It would be an imputation. Sir, upon 
the character of the humblest follower of the humblest 
craft, to assert of him that, having, of his own accord, 
agreed to furnish a certain article at a certain price, he 
should demand, the very next moment, another prioe^ 
before he would supply it; and, yet, you would fiun 
persuade us that you have the authority of the apostles 
for affixing to the name of the Lord of the Universe a 
precisely similar stigma!-— you would fain persuade ns 
that, by the alleged evidence of these holy men, oni 
Redeemer, having promised eternal life upon the simple 
condition of believing in Him, could, in the sixth of 
John, reiterate that condition, and the reward, conse- 
quent upon complying with it; and could then follow 
up the gracious proclamation with declaring that ve 
must "really" oarna%--eat His flesh and drink His 
blood, in case we would obtain a title to eternal life! 
The doctrine, Sir, of those verses, the spirit of whidi 
70U would supplant) with the teaching of antichrist, 
was virtually pTocVavmed. l\i<& TQLQivxi<^Tv\» \2o&\. C!bs\s!t 
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1 His mission. Turn back, Sir, to the third chap- 
Fohn, and find it there if the faculty of spiritual 
iug has not been wholly denied you-^if the veil 
ig delusion be not so impenetrably thick, that 
linous page of God's Holy Word is nothing better 
blank to you, from the darkness that covers your 
*'And, as Moses lifted up the serpent, in the 
less, even so must the Son of man be lifted up; 
hosoever believeth in Him should not perish, but 
;ernal life." Here, Sir, we are presented with the 
8 of Christ! Here, Sir, His flesh and His blood 
ered to us! Here is literally presented to us, 
in the sixth of John, is conveyed in the figures 
Qg Him — of eating His flesh and drinking His 
-namely, " believing in Him" — believing in His 
nd blood. Kot one iota less does Christ declare 
)demus than what He declares to the Jews in the 
3f John; the only difference being, that, consist- 
NTith what lie had previously practised and jus- 
He employs figurative language in addressing 
ates; whereas, with the believer, or with him that, 
!;, was manifestly willing to believe. He communis 
a language that precludes the possibility of mis- 
•etation. But conclude the paragraph — "and He 
s the crowd to murmur, and His disciples to fall 
',and His apostles to remain in darkness, without ex- 
ingaway their diflSiculties.** Whatam I, Sir, to think! 
at but one or the other of two predicaments— 
1 disregard for the truth, or a total incapacity of 
the truth — can I possibly ascribe the fact, that 
my the presence of what you absolutely stare upon! 
t needs ' conclude that you cannot help yourself. 
k man of your brilliant and multitudinous acquire- 
, extensive and long experience, and exalted posi- 
with tho letter not only before him, but about 
nd within him, could wilfully, deliberately, and 
itedly, and yet, most grossly, misrepresent the spirit 
t letter — couJd most positively deny ^\va.\, \\. Taft%\. 
^eJjr a&rma—is a conclusion so featiuWy T«scJS?C«k.%> 
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that, dreadful as is the other altematiye, I almost ooiK 
gratulate myself and jon, upon haying it in my pWtf 
to resort to it! Christ ** suffers his disciples to fallswfty; 
* and His apostles to remain in darkness, wMioiit ex- 
plaining away their difficulties!" What is the meaning, 
then, and wherein lies the releyaney, of these words^ 
" Does this offend you? If, therefore, ye shall see the 
Son of man ascend up where He was before? It is the 
Spirit that quickeneth. The flesh profiteth nothiBg. 
The words that I speak unto you are spirit and are life." 
As I stated before, the cause which imparts life, meaning; 
and point to this passage, is to be found in the munmir' 
ing of His pretended disciples! He tells them, as plainly 
as language can do it, that they have misconceived Him; 
first, that their dissatisfaction is groundless — ** Doth this 
offend you?" secondly, that the ground of their dissatis- 
faction concerns an impossibility; as how could they 
carnally eat Him, when He should be personally 
removed from them — ^* If, therefore, ye shall see the Son 
of man ascend up where He was before?'* thirdly, th«i 
the life of which He has been speaking proceeds alone 
from the Spirit — *• It is the Spirit that quickeneth;** 
fourthly, that no spiritual profit, whatsoever, could pro* 
eeed from " really" eating His flesh — " The flesh profiteib 
nothing;"and, fifthly, that spirit and life reside in His doe* 
trine alone— ><' The words which I speak to you are spirit' 
and are life." I^ow, substitute your own explanation d 
a portion of the text — '* Human nature, as ennobled and 
strengthened by grace, quickeneth; human nature, as 
left to its own impulses, profiteth nothing" — and where 
is the relevancy of our Saviour's words? What connec- 
tion have they with what precedes, or with what follows 
them? None! You would convert those words into idle* 
ness! — impertinence! — They have no business to be 
where they are! They constitute a passage,. the like of 
which would be struck out in the essay of a school boyr 
as having nothing to do with the question— as a sense' 
less, motiveless, digressvow— \.\i^ "^xQdxji^it of a flighty 
Juind — of an attenUou t)[iat co\A^xvqX xoa^^YfiL %sj^\\si9Ni 
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vben brought to bear upon one point, would, suddenly, 

and without reason or excuse, start off to another! The 

darkness of the apostles, too, is as palpably a fiction as 

the passive silence which you attribute to their Master 

— and hdre I hurl upon your church the rock, upon 

which, instead of Christ, she boasts to be built. What 

says Peter — your pretended prince of the apostles, in 

i^ite of the reiterated command of his Lord? — ^What 

says he, when Christ asks the twelve if they will also 

leave Him? This is what he says — *< Lord, to whom 

AsH we go? Thou hast the words of eternal life." Is 

this. Sir, or is it not, a direct recognition of what Christ 

had just asserted — " The words that I speak unto you 

are spirit and are life." Call you this an indication of 

''darkness?" Again — "We believe and are sure that 

tiliou art the Christ, the Son of the living God." Is this. 

Sir, or is it not, a full acceptance of the doctrine of faith? 

and call you it an evidence of darkness? Can a shadow 

of darkness exist in the minds of the apostles, when, 

iUewhere, in cases of incertitude, they, again and again, 

solicit explanation, but, herCy are utterly silent upon the 

sabject? Nor is it the apostles, alone, whom the text 

commands you to exempt from the charge of blindness. 

The faithful among the common disciplehood are equally 

eatitled to that privilege. The text allows you to claim 

fl]fmpathy with none but the masked, or the barefaced 

leprobates, among the assembly which Christ addressed; 

Mid, therefore, by placing the whole in the same pre* 

dicament, you do what you cannot produce an excuse 

for doing, and what tells^ rather painfully, to your 

endit 



THS OARDIKAL WOULD FAIK PERSOADE US THAT FAITH 
HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH AN ACT OF FAITH. 

It is no pleasant task, Sir, to follow you, still walking 
«syou are, with your eyes shut, among pitfalls, thkkwvl 
^,of yovu^ own. iaborioas and w\\iu\ ^i^-goi^X Xwi^. 
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now say — ''Let us allow that, for once, our Savioiir 
' spoke and acted so; we come, secondly, to another quite 
'different occasion. It is no longer the obstinate Jews, 
'or unsteady disciples, whom He addresses. He is alone 
'with his chosen twelve. He no longer wishes to speak 
' of faith, as all agree." And pray, Sir, who are those 
that agree in adopting this very Christian and most 
logical conclusion! I should admire to see an argument, 
constructed upon the affirmative of the thesis — '* Christ 
did not wish to speak of faith in instituting the Lord's 
Supper" — in other words, the Lord's Supper has nothing 
to do with faith! What a feat for a Jesuit! What a plea 
for aspiring to a cardinaVs hat! What a challenge upon 
the astonishment of Christendom would be the proo^ 
that an institution, the expressly-proposed, direct, object 
of which was an act of faith, should have been totaUy 
disassociated from the idea of that virtue, in the mind of 
Him who founded it! Do you know what has led yon 
into this scrape] I shall tell you; though I am positive 
you would as lief I should let it alone — Your chorch's 
carnal reading of the sixth of John. It is that which has 
been the immediate instrument of beguiling you! She 
strikes out faith, when she comes to those verses, in John, 
where she pretends to find the first proof of her dogma 
of the "Real Presence;" and, consequently, you, her de- 
fender, must strike it out, when you come to the narrative 
of the Lord's Supper. I would rather go all the rest of 
my days bareheaded, ay, and barefooted too, than ride 
a prince, in scarlet or purple, to pander to the monstrous 
heresies of your debauched and debauching church! 
What do you make of the purpose — the only declared 
purpose — for which the Lord's Supper was instituted — 
" Do this in remembrance of me?" Where are we to find 
the heart and soul of this injunction, if He who uttered 
it did not contemplate faith? — was not speaking of faith? 
Take faith away, and how does the injunction operate? 
It enjoins a nonentity! It talks as the skeleton talks of 
the hlood that no longer circulates. " Our Saviour no 
longer wishes to speak o//aUK, as ciU agree ^ "^^^^A 
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It is you that wish our Saviour to speak of faith no 
longer! It is you that would take the word of life as it 
fell from His lips, and convert it, if you could, into the 
Word of death! The vitality of the Lord's Supper, Sir,' 
depends upon faith as much as the vitality of your 
corporeal system depends upon the breath which you 
draw. Could you live without breathi No more could 
the Lord's Supper exist without faith. 

But go on — *• He wishes, according to Protestants, to 
•institute a symbol commemorative of His passion'* — 
according to lS*otestants! According rather to the action 
which He was performing, and to the words which accom- 
panied that action — " He uses words conveying precisely 
'the same ideas as on the other occasion, when speaking 
'of quite another subject, having no reference at all to 
'that institution" — He speaks, Sir, of His body and of 
His blood, on both occasions; but, most assuredly, not 
with the same immediate view; when, in the one in- 
stance, the object is the resurrection and eternal life; 
and, in the other, the simple keeping Him in memory. 
There is a huge discrepancy here which resists any 
attempt at identification. In the former case, the 
means of salvation are pointed out to us; in the latter, 
provision is made against our forgetting those means. — 
''And all this is related by several of the evangelists with- 
*out comment, in nearly the same words. They evi- 
'dently consider it a most important institution." — What 
Christian, Sir, ever doubted that it is a most important 
institution?— ** but still we receive not a hint from one of 
'them that the words are to be understood figuratively." 
No! — ^What! when Matthew and Mark set down our 
Saviour's own words to that effect — ** I shall no more 
drink of this fruit of the vine " — and when Luke records 
Bis injunction — "Do this in remembrance of me?" The 
purely commemorative character of the institution being 
thus established, the actual presence of Christ, in the 
sense of your church, is denied by Christ Himself, ^ 
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THE CARDINAL PESTERS PAUL AGAIK. 

You now return to the evidence of Paul — **y(( 
' come, in the third place, to St. Paul, where he wishes 

* in the words of my text, to prove that this commemora 

* tive rite of the Christians is superior to the sacrifice 

< eaten by the Jews and heathens. Once more, althougl 
' there is not the slightest necessity for such marked es 
' pressions, but he might have used the words symbo 

< or figure, or emblem — although, writing on a totaD; 
' different occasion^ and addressing a different people^ h 
'falls into the same extraordinary phraseology,, he make 
' use of precisely the same words, and speaks as if th 
' real body and blood of Christ were partaken of." Vfhj 
then, Sir, does he employ the words hread and ct^ 
Why, instead of writing, ** the body which we l^edi 
*and the blood which we bless" — why does he writ< 
^the bread which we break, and the cup which w 

* bless'*? If the bread and the cup be really change( 
they are no longer the bread and the cup. They ai 
no longer there, but the body and the blood are there, i 
their stead. If this be the case, Paul is inexcusabl 
in not telling the Corinthians so! Thrice does h 
comment upon the Lord's Supper, and each time h 
establishes the typical nature of its character — *' For a 
often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shoi 
the Lord's death till He come. Here the cup and th 
bread are clearly asserted to be typical of the death o 
Christ — " Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this bread, an* 
drink this cup of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty o 
the body and blood of the Lord." Here the cup and th 
bread are manifestly the types of the Lord's body an< 
blood. Is it credible that the man who wrote thus, o 
that the church which he thus addressed, could hav 
believed in the carnal partaking of the body and blood 
** But let a man examine himself, and so let him eat o 

that bread and drink of thai cw^?' ^\v^ \iT«ayd and th< 
cup againl The bread and l\iQ cvjl^ >;Xi^\,»^ lo^'wsara 
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anmieh no longer! — ^that have vanished, and giren place 
to the body and blood! The body and blood there, 
instead of the bread and the cup, and what is now absent, 
dodared to be present — ^while what is present is over 
looked! Why, Sir, yonr dogma plunges its abettors in 
iiUhomless absurdity. If the bread and cup be changed, 
▼hy does not Paul tell the Corinthians so? If the body 
aad blood be there, why does he not teU them that they 
an there? — tell them in plain and positive terms? It 
was his obvious policy, as well as his obvious imperative 
doty. Was Paul mealy-mouthed? Was Paul a man to 
go about the bush? Was it his character to speak by 
halves? Was he ever, in the least degree, shy of assert- 
ing the truth — and, if he were, what cause for delicacy, 
or eireumloeution, or mystery, or caution, here; if the 
bread and the wine were really changed into the body 
and the blood of the Lord? 

Yo« eontinne— '' He goes on to reprove the bad use of 
'this rite. At least on this fourth occasion there is room * 
'to illustrate, in a different manner — opportunity enough 
' to describe its true character. But once more He returns 
* to the same usual phrases of Christ's body and blood being 
^ neoeived" — No where throughout the New Testament is 
it stated, in relation to the Lord's Supper, that the body 
and blood are received!—" and tells us that those who 
'partake of this blessed sacrament unworthily are guilty 
'of an outrage on that body. Now, is it not strange, 
' that on these four different occasions, our Saviour and 
'Hia apostles, explaining different doctrines — speaking 
' to different assemblies, under totally different circum- 
'stances^ should all concur in usiug these words in a 
'figurative meaning, and not let one syllable slip as a 
'k^ or guide to the true interpretation of their doctrine?" 
Believe me, Sir, it is not, in the least degree, strange. 
But I shall tell you what would be strange, indeed—* 
tiiat those words should have been entitled to a literal 
meaning; and that the fact should not have been placed 
beyond d\spute,a,ithe inconvenient butimpetttlW^dcsina^^ 
af the bread and wine themselves! 'M.oieoNet) \ ^'di^ 
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suggest to you another matter of wonderment— >namd7; 
that Paul should haTe most clearly established the 
figuratiTe meaning as the true one; and that, for cen- 
turies, your church should have been either wilfally or 
helplessly, and awfully blind to it I return to the para- 
graph— 

** He goes on to reprove the bad use of this rite. At 

* least on this fourth occasion, there is room to illustrate 

* in a different manner — opportunity enough to describe 
' its true character; but once more he returns to the usual 
< phrases of Christ's body and blood being received.'^ The 
usual phrases! What do you mean? Where ** usual t *' 
Where is it asserted that Christ's body and blood are 
received — in the sense of your church — corporeally re- 
ceived] In other terms, where is' it asserted that the 
words of institution are to be interpreted literally? And 
where does Paul return to those alleged usual phrases I 
No where! He speaks of receiving the bread and the 

*cup; and these you would fain convert into tho body 
and blood! Is it not strange that Paul should not have 
saved you the trouble, if he entertained the same view 
of the Lord's Supper that you do? But more upon thi? 
head anon. You proceed, " and tells us that those who 

* partake of this blessed sacrament unworthily, are guilty 
<of an outrage on that body." From which allegation 
of the apostle, you infer the presence of the body, which 
your own senses declare to be absent ! — And yet you 
would account the man a very simpleton who should ask 
you if it were possible that the person of the sovereign 
could be outraged in that of her representative I Well? 
** Now, is it not strange, that on these four different oc- 
' casions, our Saviour and His apostles, explaining different 

* doctrines — speaking to different assemblies, under totally 
< different circumstances — should all concur in using these 

* words in a figurative meaning, and not let one syllable 
' slip as a key or guide to the true interpretation of their 
' doctrine." It would, indeed, be strange^^wero this the 
veritable case; which it ia notl GUrist presents the key 
to your church, ai\d moie Wwltv oh^^'WX* ^^>r5\^^ 
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take it; because it is not the trae interpretation that she 
W€mtsl — ^because it is not the true interpretation that 
irill serve her purpose! — She prefers the key of tradition 
to the key of Christ I^-she sways through the priest ! — 
idle has constituted him a second mediator! — No?-« 
^^ Eternal life is promised only to those who worthily 
partake of the blessed Eucharist** Can the. blessed 
Eaeharist be obtained without the priest? Can the bread 
and wine be changed into the body and blood, without 
the co-operation of the priest? What, then, is the priest, 
if not a second mediator I — if not an indispensable 
mediator! — if not a greater mediator; according to the 
showing of your church! Christ promises eternal life 
upon the single condition of faith. If your dogma holds, 
fie breaks His promise. But He cannot break His pro- 
mise; therefore your dogma is void. Is not this the key, 
and key enough? Christ denies that any spiritual opera* 
tiou can proceed from that which is taken in at the 
month, and your dogma gives Christ the lie! But Christ 
eaiSnot lie. Is not this more of the key? Christ alleges 
of the cup that its contents consist of the fruit of the 
▼ine; and your dogma flatly contradicts Christ, affirming 
thtit they consist of blood ! Must not the giver of the 
cop be better acquainted with the nature of its contents 
than your church can possibly be? Here is still more of 
the key! Luke, recording the celebration of the Lord's 
Supper, says, "The disciples came together to break 
bread." Paul, commenting upon the Lord's Supper, 
speaks of eating the bread and drinking the cup; and 
this, under ciicumstanCes, which, were the body and 
blood received, most imperatively demanded the direct, 
explicit statement of that fact! Here is the key reitera- 
tedly presented, and yet you affirm that Christ and His 
apostles do not <^ let slip one syllable, as a key or guide 
to the true interpretation of their doctrine ! ! ! " Your 
dinrch, Sir, either cannot see the key, or will not see 
h! Could she, and would she, it would conduct her to 
the tme interpretation of the Lord's S\i^^ct\ wA >Jmscl 
sbe might repent of having substituted ^ eaxrvd^ V""^^ 
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monopoly, in lien of the free grace of God; a 
lien of ''the Honse of €bd, which is the chm 
the liTing €bd, the pillar and ground of faitl 
nnanthorised, but enormously remunerative shan 
You continue — '' Is it even possible to suppose th 

* Saviour, discoursing in the 6th chapter of John 
'St Paul, writing to the Corinthians, though tn 

* of different subjects, under varied circumstances, s 

* have adopted similar figurative, and most unusua 
' goage.*' What you want to prove is this — na 
that the language being the same, the subject cam 
different ; but that Paul, writing to the Corinthians 
our Saviour, speaking to the reprobate Jews in tl 
of John, have one and the same object in view 
Lord's Supper. Now the language is not the same 
auise what is figurative in the one instance, is litei 
the other. Paul employs the terms '' eating '* and ^' d 
ing " in their literal sense, with regard to the cu] 
the bread ; whereas, our Saviour employs them in a 
niive sense, with regard to his flesh and blood. I 
this a matter of conjecture. He has already said t 
woman of Samaria, " Whosoever drinketh of the ^ 
that I shall give him, shall never thirst '* — a figui 
proposition, the literal stating of which, we find i 
6th chapter, '^ He that bolievoth on me shall i 
thirst.'* And what are we to believe of Christ 1 "V 
but that He is that victim, appointed by God, by \ 
blood our sins are washed out — the doctrine that res 
a figurative form at the 54th verse of the same cht 
'* Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, 
eternal life,** In the 4th chapter of John, Chrisi 
ploys the verb <* to eat " in a figurative sense — '* I 
meat to eat that ye know not of." ** My meat is 
the will of him that sent me, and to finish His w> 
Here the noun " meat " is figuratively employed t 
present " the will of God ;" while the verb ** to ea 
similarly substituted for the verb *^ to do.*' Henc< 
the authority of Christ, the phrase " to eat the flesl 
ft figurative expression, which, rendered literally, m 
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to do the toiU of God respecting the flesh of Christ ; 
▼hich will enjoins that we helieye in the atoning efficacy 
of that flesh, as an offering for sin. And the subjects 
we different, inasmuch as the type and the antitype are 
different. We find the antitype alone in the 6th of 
John ; but though we meet with it, also, in the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, still it comes in company 
vith the type — the bread and the cup— the Lord's 
Snpper; to inculcate a more becoming deportment, in 
the celebration of which, it is appropriately introduced 
by the apostle. 



TQB CARDINAL, IN ALMOST ONE AND THE SAME BREATH^ 
ESTABLISHES WHAT HE DENIES. 

After this most abortive attempt to show that the 

subjects are one and the same, you exulting] y remark, 

^ But take the simple interpretation which the Catholic 

' does, and, from first to last, there is not the slightest 

'difficulty." Not the slightest difficulty !— And how 

do you prove the truth of this sweeping proposition ]— 

''there may be some struggle against the senses and 

'feelings." — There may! — And does the presence of 

SBch a struggle denote the absence of the slightest diffi- 

ealty ? And how do you characterise the cause of this 

straggle — ** it may appear new, strange, and, perhaps, 

' unnatural to you." This should imply that the struggle 

is one of no ordinary description ; and, yet, you affirm 

that there is not the slightest difficulty ! Could any 

man, think you, write thus, if he knew what he 

was about? — affirm, and contradict what he affirms, 

in one and the* same breath ? Could any man, think 

yon, write thus, unless the power of discerning right 

from wrong were wholly withdrawn from him? Here 

you make an attempt to get over the struggle; and 

how ? By begging the question, '* but so far as biblical 

MnterpretatioD goes, so far as the fait "pT\xi"Ci^\^ iot 

f,0saumaiDg God's Word are concerned, i^\\\% wT>gsvsJw\^* 
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* from first to last.'* Does Good's word, then, put an end 
to the struggle 1 Does it so much as name the struggle t 
As the struggle exists now, and has existed ever since 
your Church hecame the Roman Church ; if that Church 
be the Church of Christ, the struggle must have existed 
in the time of Paul, and yet the apostle does not take 
the slightest notice of it! Have you perception enough 
to appreciate the fatal tendency of this fact ? If the 
struggle existed in the time of Paul, it is impossible that 
Paul should have refrained from alluding to it. But he 
"was ignorant of any such struggle. No such struggle 
was in operation when he wrote to the Corinthians; be- 
cause there was no ground for such a struggle — because 
the primitive church regarded the Lord's Supper in ft 
light, the very reverse of that in which your church 
receives it — because the bread and the cup were estimated, 
'by the primitive Christians, as the mere types of the 
body and blood; and hence the contingency of a strug- 
gle, even of the slightest description, was an impossibility! 
unless indeed you jump to the conclusion that in the first 
century men's senses were destitute of a single touch of 
that jealousy, the dangerous effects of which, light as you 
make of them, your church, as it seems, has been so wide 
awake to, ever since! Well?— "You believe the expres- 
■* sions to be literal throughout, and you believe the same 

* topic to be treated in every one of these passages; and, 
' consequently, you have harmony and analogy from first 

* to last on your side.** — Not a doubt of it! Destroy dis- 
crepancy, and you have analogy; but, if you cannot de- 
stroy it, what then? Believe it to be destroyed — A 
right Roman mode of settling an argument! Conclude 
the paragraph. " Whereas, on the other hand, you must 
'find different explanations of the same imagery and 
'phraseology on those various occasions; and you are 
'driven to the miserable expedient of choosing some 

* little word or phrase in a corner of the narrative, and 
'persuading yourself that it overthrows all the obvious 
'consequeuces of the naTraWNe \\j6fe\l, ^\:i^ Vsa^'a.nces the 

^ clear evidence of acoBuecXM. axv^ ^oTkSvs^\i\.\ftwAr- 
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Why, Sir, this is precisely your own case, lucidly and 
truthfully epitomized; not only with respect to the dog- 
ma in hand, hut with regard to every other dogma of 
your church! It is you that grope incomers! It is you 
ih^t snatch at " little words or phrases '7 It is you 
that strain to overthrow " all the obvious consequences 
(^ the narrative itself**! It is you that endeavour— 
not to balance — ^but to destroy the balance, of ** the clear 
mdence of a connected and consistent proof;** by 
breaking it up piecemeal, and converting it into such 
amass of contradiction, as would be incredible in a work 
of mere human construction; what then in one designed 
by God, and executed under the immediate supervision 
of the Holy Spirit! 



tHB CARDINAL, ILLUSTRATING HIS A ROUME NT, INFERENCES 

ITS ABSURDITY. 

You now proceed to illustrate the foregoing argument 
^« To give an instance of this process — it is said that^ 

* iu the case under consideration, we still find the names. 
*' bread and wine ' applied to the elements after conse- 
' eration ; and that, consequently, all that long line of 

* argument which I have gone through is worth nothing;' 
—Its value to a grain! — "this one fact overthrows it alV 
—Thoroughly! You dare not call the elements otherwise! 
Tou dare not come into direct open collision with Scrip- 
hire. " The church," indeed, might not feel the shock, 
but it might be attended with the effect of startling her 
dupes. There might be some disturbance of their faith. 
Tou dare not call the elements *'the body and the 
blood,'' because Paul has too distinctly designated them 
" the bread and the cup.'* There is no corner here for 
picking up ** some little word or phrase," which, as you 
HMght ** persuade yourself" would ** overthrow '* the 
''obvious " interpretation "of the narrative itself** and 
couuieT'^balance the clear evidence of a couuected o«\d 
9on*utefU proof " WeJi?— .'< PTfcy, toe CathoUca cott* \% 
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hrecid and toine^ after it has been consecrated/'— -Whyf 
—The reason) I pray you? The reason ought to follow, 
and yet not a syllable do you offer, to account for your 
doing so ! Have I not just stated the reason 1 -^ the 
absence of "a corner^** and consequent impossibility of 
finding ** some " c(mt?cr<t6Ze '^ little word or phrase f** 
But continue— ''And will any man thence argue that we 
^do not believe a change to have taken place in the 
' elements?* '-^No. Oul^rageously absurd as may be the 
belief, the cherishing of it may be credited; when we 
consider the grounds upon which the apostle has 
launched the threat — ''God shall send them strong 
delusion that they should believe a lie/* Whyl " Be- 
cause they have not received the lovo of the truthi that* 
they might be saved." The truth that saves is the 
written Word of -God. The love which God claims for 
that Wordy must be the same that He claims for Himself^ 
To disparage the Word of God, is to disparage God ; and 
your church denies the all-sufficiency of that Wordl Your 
church attempts to save herself by the pretext that she 
possesses an oral word! Your church lies ; and, upon the 
clearest f most conclusive, evidence of the written word,' 
it can he proved that she lies! Proceed — " These names' 

* then, may be employed, and yet the doctrine which we 
^hold, be maintained" — ^Because you believe it to be 
true ? So it would appear from the phrase — " these- 
tiames, then^^ — but, to do you justice, you give us other- 
reasons, and not a jot more valid. Let us see them : — 
" In the 9th chapter of St. John, our Saviour performs 
' the cure of a man that was blind ; He restores him 
' perfectly to sight ; and there is a long altercation be- 
' tweeu Him and the Jews on the subject, which beauti- 

* fully demonstrates the miracle." — Is your miracle beauti* 
fally demonstrated ? Is it so much as named ? Well ? 
— " The blind man is called in, and questioned, again and 
' again, as to whether he had been blind ; they bring for- 
'ward his parents and friends to identify him ; they all 
^testify that the man was bom blind, and that Jesus, by 

^a miracle, had cured Yvim.^* ^\x\. x<^»&^\iYGL*OGL^^sbaaaft> 
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• way here iu our case. Verse 17, we read — ** They say 
' again to the blind man-— he is called blind after the 
'miracle is said to have been wrought; therefore, the 

* whole of the reasoning based on that chapter is worth 
'nothing ; the fact of his being still called blind, proves 
' that no change had taken place. ' ' Analogy again ! — but 
Roman analogy. Things that, manifestly and wholly, 
defy affinity, deliberately and circumstantially identified 
with one another ! A miracle, not only unattested, but 
unnamedhy Scripture, compared with one most minutely 
described, and most amply substantiated I Your miracle 
must not suffer prejudice from the fact, that, after conse^ 
eration, you call the elements by the names, which by 
the most positiye evidence of your own senses, of right 
belongs to them ; because a man^ blind from his birth, 
but miraculously endowed, with sight — not " restored to 
sight,** as you express it — is called by the name by which 
he had hitherto gone — ** the blind man!*' And this yon 
call argument! — and your flock receive it as argument 
— and yet the probability must stare both them and you 
in the face, that, even to the end of his life, the subject 
of the miracle might have gone by the title of the '' blind 
man!* The acquisition of a new sense, on the part of 
the man, attests the miracle ; he sees, and he describes 
what he sees. The eyes and ears of his neighbours and 
parents attest the miracle ; they see that the orbs, which 
were shut from the birth, are open now, as their own ; 
Aid they hear it too. Men's senses bear testimony to 
the miracle of Scripture, and men's senses refuse their 
testimony to your miracle J From the accidental intro- 
dnetion of a phrase which does not convey the idea of 
alteration, that which has uudergone a palpable change 
may be regarded as if no change whatsoever had taken 
place ; because things which your church alleges to be 
dianged, but which are palpably the same as they were 
before, are most appropriately designated, as if they had 
undergone no change at all ; and thereby, made a ground 
for subjecting to merited obloquy the dogma., \.^i \Jftfe ^^^ 
jmgBtion of which yon would make them «^\>^^Tfv«l^^^« 
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THE CARDINAL STILL FURTHER AGGRAYATES THE 
ABSURDITT OF HIS ARGUMENT. 

Your comment now upon this most logical appeal to 
analogy? ** Precisely this reasoning is used against our 

* doctrine ; all the clear, express, iucontestible expras* 
*- sions of our Saviour to the apostles are of no yalne, 
' because, after consecration, He still calls the elements 

* bread and wine.'* Those •' expressions*' you find in the 
6th of John, and in the narratives of Matthew, Maiki 
liuke, and Paul. You call them clear, express, and io- 
contestible, in defiance of your own clear, express, and 
incontestible declaration, that, *^ regarding the promise in 
^ St. John, the holy synod observed its usual cautioDy 
< which proves how far it was from seeking to impose 

* doctrines without sufficient proof to satisfy the conditions 
' of our principle of faith. For the functions of a general 
'council being to define what the church has always 

* taught, AS MUCH UNANIMITY among the ancient fathers, 
' and among later divines, was not discovered as could 

* meet the intensity of proof required, it manifestly drew 
*a distinction between the two passages "—the 6th of 
John and the narrative of the Lord's Supper — " and did 
*not sanction the words of promise" — the former— 
'* with a formal dogmatical precision." In plain £ng* 
lish, the veracious council, that could agree, without 
scruple, in attributing to the lips of Christ a word which 
He never spoke; out of reverence to the fathers and later 
divineSf among whom a contrariety of opinion happily 
existed upon the subject, refrained from sanctioning, 
'* with a formal dogmatical precision,^^ the doctrine, 
that the words of promise are truly the words of promise 
— a result distinctly traceable to the fact that those words 
were not " clear, express, and incontestible expressions,** 
as embodying an anticipation of the Lord's Supper. 
Neither, according to your interpretation of them, are 
the words of institution clear, express, and incontestible; 

otherwise the council bad been s^^^ixe^ \Xia\Jffl«^te?cKT5 ^V 
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asserting that Christ ** declared that to be truly His body 
which He offered under the appearance of bread.' ' Where 
did the council find that damning word! — that word, the 
sole interpolation of which sufficiently denounces her 
dogma? Where, but in your church's need of it! Where, 
Imt in the consciousness that, as respects your dogma, 
the words of institution are not sufficient! — ^are not 
^^dear, express, and incontestihle! '* — do not set forth, 
beyond dispute, the doctrine that the body of Christ is 
tndy present in the sacrament Your church asserts 
tha^ at the Last Supper, Christ performed the miracle of 
changing bread and wine, respectively, int^ His own 
body and blood; she proves it by His words — " This is 
roy body — This is my blood;" she betrays, inadvertently, 
bttt most flagrantly, her consciousness that the evidence 
is imperfect, by fraudulently endeavouring ta patch it 
up; and, yet, Christ is not to be believed when He estab- 
li^es the grounds of her misgiving, by expressly declar- 
ing that the contents of the cup consist of the '' fruit of 
the vine! " 

You now present us with another specimen of your 
extraordinary adeptness in arguing from analogy. You 
say-—'' We have a similar instance in the case of Moses, 
' when his rod was changed into a serpent ; and yet it 
' continued to be called a rod; and are we to suppose that 
' no such change had been made? " Certainly, if we 
danH believe Moses; but certainly not, because it was 
siUl eaUed a rod. You present a signal illustration of 
the progress of error, which is generally from bad to 
worse! The blind man did not become blind again; 
whereas, the rod became, again, a rod; consequently, you 
have £Act, and not mere custom, to account for its being 
called bo; as indeed you have fact, independent of cus- 
tom, to account for your still calling the bread, '' bread," 
and the wine " wine! *' You add, *< But it is the usage, 
' the common method in all language, when such a change 
'occurs, to continue the original name." Are there 
many sucb changes then ? 
Ton present us with another prooi oi 7a\« -^^NsJCvKt 
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tact in discoveriDg analogy-— or, rather, of extracting it 
out of verj discrepancy. You observe — " It is said » 
' the narration of the miracle at the marriago feast, 

* < when, therefore, the master of the feast had tasted the 
' water made wine.* It could not be both water and 
' wine; it should hare been called simply wine, but it is 
^ called * water made wine/ so as to preserve the name 

* which it had before." So as to preserve the name! 
Pray, Sir, would not the name have been preserved had 
the Evangelist written "the wine made out of water]*' 
Can you not discover that such is his meaning, and that 
it is merely a peculiar mode of expression that you 
endeavour to turn to account? Find, if you can, such a 
phrase in Scripture as respects the sacramental wine! 
Find such a phrase as this — ^* the wine made blood** — 
and then appeal, if you like, to the language of John, in 
his account of this miracle. The opportunity for intro- 
ducing such a phrase is not wanting. You find that 
opportunity in the narrative of the institution, itself — ^in 
the language of the Redeemer, Himself. Immediately 
after presenting the cup, He says-^^' I will not drink 
henceforth of this fruit of the vine*' — the contents 
of the cup which the apostles were about to raise 
to their lips — but there He stops. He does not add, 
'' made blood.*' Paul speaks repeatedly of the bread and 
the cup ; but he never says *' the cup made bk>od,^ 
or, ''the bread made the body.'* For the miracle in ques- 
tion, you have the attestation of the master of the feast, 
who was destitute of the least previous notion that the 
water had been changed into wine. For every Scripture 
miracle you have the proof of men's senses; and what 
do men's senses supply you with, in the case of your 
miracle? Point blank i^i^proof ! It is destitute of the 
least essential characteristic of a miracle! The besotted 
unparalleled credulity which induces multitudes to sub* 
scribe to it, would indeed appear, at first sight, to be 
sufficiently marvellous; but a glance at a certain page in 
the Word of God, at once ex^ilaina the wonder. Having 
^ua prepared the way lot \hQ <ioTkd>3^^\T^ ^w^s^ ^ \2^<& 
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paragraph, I introduce it with the single comment, that 
its egr^ons ahsurdity is now so manifest, as to render the 
pointing of it out a work of idlest supererogation. ** These 
' examples are sufficient to show that such expressions 
' as these must not be taken by any sincere inquirer as 
' the ground of interpretation for the entire passage, nor 
' made to outweigh the complicated difficulties that at- 
' tend its being taken figuratively ! ! ! '' 



THE GABDINAL APPEALS TO AlfTIQUITT, AND ANTI- 
QUITY SPEAKS TO HIS THOROUGH DISOOHFITURE AND 
DISORACE. 

You now pass from the Bible, to tradition; from the 
Word of God to the word of man; from truth to fiction; 
from Christianity to priestcraft ; from Christ to Anti- 
christ! You say — " We tnttst naturally desire, on a 
question like this^ to ascertain the sentiments of anti- 
quity,^ The sentiments of antiquity! Why, what have 
you been giving us all along, but the pith and marrow 
of those sentiments? What have I been exposing, in 
every instance, by the help of God*s Word, and with 
implicit faith in its all-sufficiency, and in His assistance, 
for light and sight — ^what, I say, have I been exposing 
all along, if not the perfect rottenness of those senti- 
ments? — ^^ntiments manifestly founded upon the sup- 
pressing, or the mutilating, or the misinterpreting, or the 
fidsifying of Scripture! — the sentiments of priests! — of 
saerificers, in the heathen sense of the term — ludicrous 
officials, who affect all the solemnity of the vocation, 
without the instrument that invests it with solemnity ! 
Where is the knife? How is the victim sacrificed? With 
your breath? Why, harlequin, with his paper sword, is 
reality, compared with your naked sacerdotal mimer! 
There is nothing to bear out the illusion! . The impos- 
ture is so manifestly barefaced, that human nature, even 
in its most degraded state, '< cannot away with" it, with- 
out bejii^ smitten with "strong deluavoii.'' '^Xiw^ ^^ 
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your church find such a priesti She answers — " In the 
narratlYe of the institutioD ." She asserts that, on tiiai 
occasion, Christ constituted His disciples pricusts! By 
what word? By what ceremony] By what sign? He 
gives them bread and wine; he commands them to eat 
and drink; and adds — ^ do this in remembrance of me." 
Do what? Repeat, thereafter, what they were perform- 
ing then — partaking of the same bread and the same cup! 
I defy Jesuitical sophistry itself, subtle, and slimy, and 
tortuous, as the reptile is, to work its way into onr 
Saviour's words, so as to destroy their exchawe refereneee 
to the eating of the bread and the drinking ofiheetf 
—so as to worm out of them an authority for the voca- 
tion of your priests! 

But — ^' We must naturally desire, on a question like 
* this, to ascertain the sentiments of antiquity." WM 
i— after having ascertained the sentiments of Paul?— sen- 
timents prompted by the Spirit?— -sentiments founded 
upon what had been communicated to the apostle by 
Jesus Christ, Himself? — sentiments, consisting with the 
practical knowledge of four-and-twenty years of unre- 
mitted, unexampled labours in the service of his Lord? 
-^sentiments, not passing from mouth to mouth, and, 
thus, suspiciously handed down to us; but recorded in 
black and white, and stamped with truth and imperish- 
ability by the decree of the Almighty God! After heing 
acquainted with such sentiments as these, we mast 
naturally desire to ascertain the sentiments of antiquih/! 
Naturally, Sir, perhaps; but most certainly not spirit' 
ually. Naturally, Sir, indeed; for " The natural man 
receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God, for they are 
foolishness unto him; neither can he know them, because 
they are spiritually discerned." Depend upon it, Sir, 
that he who, in a question like this, attaches one grain 
of weight to the sentiments of antiquity, is " wholly and 
altogether" inpapable of discerning spiritual things; fiff 
spiritual things must, of absolute necessity, be perfeet; 
and to suppose them susceptible of accession in any, the 
Jeast, respect, is notliVng sVvotV. ^>1 i^^i^\n% >^^\s^t& 
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*' foolishness!'* For eighteen hundred years has man 
been an explorer, in search, professedly, of " the true 
light;'* sometimes discovering so much of it as his limited 
vision could take in; more frequently catching only now 
and then a ray of it; most frequently following, instead 
of ity an ignus fatuus of his own. Whether he sees it 
or not, or conjures up other light, in lieu of it; it is 
ikerel His conception of it, howsoever vivid, cannot add 
to it; his blindness to it, lessen or extinguish it; his sub- 
•tituting of a counterfeit for it, cannot displace it ^ The 
tentimeniB of antiquityr^ Is it to a notion of ^* the 
light'* that you would direct us, with the view of enhanc- 
ing, or correcting, or, any way, modifying, our apprecia- 
tiou of the light itself? Far more rationally might you 
address a man who had been basking at high noon, and 
propose his accompanying you to view a picture, re- 
presenting a landscape in sunshine, that he might con- 
firm himself in his impression of the brightness and 
potency of the orb of day! What if the painting were 
adaubf 

" The sentiments of antiquity!" Have you examined 
(those sentimentsi Have you compared them with the 
sentiments of Scripture upon the same subject 1 Do they 
thoroughly square with those sentiments? Do they ex- 
ceed or come short? Do they savour of nothing but 
Heaven?-— for the sentiments of Scripture flavour of 
nothing else. Are they consistent in themselves? — for 
the sentiments of Scripture are consistent in themselves. 
If any one of these questions cannot be satisfactorily 
answered, it is perilous work that you are about, when 
you appeal to the sentiments of antiquity. Your doing 
so impliel a conviction that you are safe — but this con- 
viction you have entertained all along; and all along, it 
has proved fallacious! You have been steering among 
breakers, as confidently as if it were all open sea before 
you. Plank after plank has gone, and now you are still 
afloat upon the last one! I warn you that it will follow, 
and then you will have to swim for it, as well as you 
can. I doubt not that you will manage it; but what a 
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figure will jon come to land! These, Sir, are tbe seBti- 
ments of SetHpture: — 

'< The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not tbe 
communion of the blood of Christ? The bread whidi 
we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ? 
As often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cnp, ye do 
show the Lord's death till He come: wherefore, wlioso- 
ever shall eat this bread and— or— drink this enp oi the 
Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and blood 
of the Lord. But let a man examine himself, and so let 
him eat of that lH*ead, and drink of that cup; for he that 
eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and driuketfa 
judgment to himself, not discerning the Lord's body/' 

Now, Sir, for the sentiments of antiquity. I quote, 
from your work, those which you designate ^as the most 
remarkable." They are penned by Sjt. Cyril of Jera- 
salem, whose birth is assigned to the year 315. 

'*The bread and wine, which, before the inyocs- 
' tion of the adorable Trinity, were nothing but bread and 

* wine, become, after this invocation, the body and blood 
' of Christ. The Eucharistic bread, after the inyocation 
' of the Holy Spirit, is no longer common bread, but tbe 

< body of Christ. The doctrine of the blessed Paul, alone* 
'is sufficient to give certain proofs of the truth of the 

< divine mysteries; and you, being deemed worthy of 
' them, are become one body and one blood with Christ. 
'As, then, Christ, speaking of the bread, declared and 
' said, ' This is my body,* who shall dare to doubt it? and, 
' as speaking of the wine, He positively assured us, and 

* said, — * This is my blood' — who shall doubt it, and say, 
' that it is not His blood? Jesus Christ, in Cana of Galilee, 
*once changed water into wine by His will only; and 

* shall we think Him less worthy of credit when He 

* changes wine into blood? Invited to an earthly nuu> 
' riage, He wrought this miracle, and shall we hesitate to 

confess that He has given to His children (His body to 
' eat, and His blood to drink? Wherefore, with all con- 
'iSdence, let us take t\ie \>od7 wi^\JvwA qH^Vtv^. ^^^^ 
'in the type of bread, H\a\i0^7'\^ %v^«ol \ft 'Casfc^^o.Vv 
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* the tjpe of wine His blood is given; tliat so being made 
' partakers of the body and blood of Christ, you may 
' beeome one body and one blood with Him. Thus, the 
'body and blood of Christ, being distributed in our mem- 
' hers, we beeome Christofori: — ^that is, we earry Christ 
'with us; and thus, as St. Peter says, We are made par- 
' takers of the Divine nature. For as the bread is the 
'nourishment Avhich is proper to the body, so the Word 
' is the nourishment which is proper to the soul. Where- 
'fore, I conjure you, my brethren, not to consider them 
'any more as common bread and wine, since they are 
' the body and blood of Jesus Christ, according to His 
' words; and although your sense might suggest that to 
' you, let faith confirm you. Judge not of the thing by 
'your taste; but by feith assure yourself, without the 
' least doubt, that you are honoured with the body and 
'blood of Christ This knowing, and of this being 
'assured, that what appears to be wine is not the wine, 
'though the taste will have it so, but is the blood of 
' Christ* 

Tour comment upon this extraordinary passage is 
charming! You say, *' Could the Catholic dogma of 
transubstantiation be laid down, by any possibility, in 
terms more marked and explicit than these?" I answer 
at once, and without reservation, " No!" And now. Sir, 
permit me, in turn, to ask the question — ^Wouldthe same 
comment be in place, with reference to the doctrine of 
Paul? I assert again, directly and uncompromisingly, 
'*NoI" 

I have thus placed the sentiments of Scripture and 
the sentiments of antiquity side by side, that you may 
compare them. Do they not wonderfidlif resemble one 
another? Are they not so much alike, that you can- 
not tell which is which? Might not Paul subscribe what 
Oyril says, or Cyril what Paul says? Is not the mat- 
ter, in each instance, the same in bulk, the same in sub- 
iect, the same in treatment — in every particuhir the 
Hune? — One and the same? Cyril lays aom^ «\x^^%>i\l^^ 
he adorable Trinity; Paul never touciYkft^ ^^^u ^ioa^ 
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topic. Never mind; the doctrine is the same! Cjril 
tells us that, after the invocation, the Eacharistie bread 
is no longer common bread, but the body of Christ; 
Paul observes the profoundest silence upon the subject. 
But the doctrine is the same! Cjril, because Christ 
says of the bread, " This is my body," and of the wine, 
" This is my blood," dares any one to doubt that these 
substances are His body and blood? Paul utters no 
such challenge; yet the doctrine is the same! Cyril 
instances the miracle at Cana, in proof that the bread 
and wine were changed; Paul seems to be perfectly 
unconscious that bread and wine, retaining their every 
essential property, could be compared to water, sensibly 
transmuted into a totally different liquid. But the 
doctrine is the same! Cyril declares that in the type 
of bread His body is given, and in the type of wine 
His blood is given — Paul, being jealous perhaps of his 
logic — as it may be rather questionable whether the type, 
and the thing which it represents, can possibly exist in 
one and the same thing — avoids the enunciating of any- 
thing approaching to so absurd a proposition — ^yet the 
doctrine is the same! Cyril affirms that Christ has given 
to His children His body to eat, and His blood to drink: 
Paul lets drop no hint that such a repast awaits them-^ 
nevertheless, the doctrine is the samel Cyril tells the 
brethren that the body and blood of Christ, being dis- 
tributed in their members, they become Christoforu^ 
that is, they carry Christ with them; Paul seems to 
have been utterly ignorant of this fact — ^however, the 
doctrine is the same! Cyril says, *'For as the bread is 
the nourishment which is proper to the body, so the 
word is the nourishment which is proper to the soul;" 
Paul makes no such distinction between the use of the 
bread, and the use of the word, nor do I conjecture 
that he refrained, because he had your dogma in view; 
the safety of which, St. Cyril, in this instance, most in- 
nocently perils — still the doctrine is the same! Cyril 
thrice endeavours to vitiate tVve ev\dfeTi«.^ of the senses; 
Paul makes not a single attenipl lo vai^wt ^^\x)X^\\^ 
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that evidence! Paul and St. Cyril, writing upon the 
)rd's Supper, are at odds from first to last; and yet the 
«trine of each is, from first to last, the same! 

Don't you wish, now, that you had left the senti- 
ents of antiquity alone? Don't you wish that instead 

wasting and abusing the time over the Roman Oatho- 
} bible — tradition — you had been ** improving the 
nie" hy prayerfully pondering the Bible of the Chris- 
m? Don't you now wish that you had received the 
ve of the truth that saves, instead of joining in casting 
slur upon that truth, by denying its all-sufficiency? 
ou don't? I fear you don't! Then quote from anti- 
li ty again ! You say >— 

"St. Gregory of Njssa," bom 331, "is another of 
hose catechetical instructors. Hear him teaching the 
christians regarding their new belief"— O yes! — yes! 
-0 yes! Hear St. Gregory! — 

*' When this salutary medicine is within us, it repels, 
y its contrary quality, the poison we had received! '* 

discovery in therapeutics!— <' But what is this medi- • 
ine? No other than that body which was shewn to 
e more powerful than death, and was the beginning 
f our life, and which could not otherwise enter into 
ur bodies than by eating and drinking! **•— A discovery 

divinity! — We are spiritually nourished through our 
iicir/— -" Now, we must consider how it can be that 
oe body, which so constantly, through the whole 
rorld, is distributed to so many thousands of the faith- 
al, can be whole in each receiver, and itself remain 
rhole?'' — You observe — ** The very difficulty made to 
le Catholic doctrine now-a-days. — Hear his answer." 
yes, yes, yes! Hear St. Gregory's answer! It 
worth hearing!^.*' The body of Chris^ by the inhabi- 
ition of the Word of God, was transmuted into a di- 
ine dignity: and, so, I now believe that the bread, 
inetified by the Word of God, is transmuted into the 
rord of God!" A lucid, conclusive, most triumphant 
5wer] — to anything except the diJicuU)|. 1\i^ ^\^- 
'jr is not removed a jot, but lemaiua, «»\axvi^^ Vgl ^V 
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Gregory's ^Eiee! The transmnting of the bodf of Chrisi; 
into a divine dignity, through '' the inhdbitatian of ike 
Word of God,** cannot possibly account for the trans- 
mnting of the bread into that body — ^that "divine 
dignity'* — through sanctification by the Word of God; 
but if it could, the distribution of that body through the 
whole world, and its being whole in each receiver, and 
at each time that he receives, remains to be reconciled to 
reason, and seems to have thoroughly baffled St. Gregory; 
for he utters not a word upon the question, which he sets 
about answering, almost as soon as he starts it. His logic 
is very strange logic. I should infer that the saint bad 
gone to the same school with you; did I not learn that 
he was born in the beginning of the fourth century— 
whereas the close of the eighteenth, as I suppose, had the 
honour of giving birth to you. But let us hear St. 
Gregory again. 

'< This bread, as the apostle says, is sanctified by the 
Word of God and prayer/* — St. Gregory dreams! The 
apostle says no such thing! St. Gregory deals with 
Scripture as you do — ^mutilates it, or misinterprets it 
Neither is it his own words that the apostle uses, but the 
words of the Spirit — words in which your church has an 
unenviable interest; though she would fain restrict that 
interest to the sect of the Donatists. Here they are- 
May I claim as respectful a hearing for the Spirit as yoa 
would enlist for St. Gregory? 

**Now the Spirit speaketh expressly that, in the 
latter times, some shall depart from the faith; giving 
heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of devils; speaking 
lies in hypocrisy; having their conscience seared with a 
hot iron ; forbidding to marry, and commanding to 
abstain from meats, wliich God hath created to be re- 
ceived with thanksgiving, of them which believe, and 
know the truth. For every creature of God is good, and 
nothing to be refused, if it be received with thanksgiving 
— ^for it is sanctified by the Word of God and prayer." 

What "is sanctified by lYi^N^fot^ ol Qiq\ wvAl ^Tayerf" 
— '' TAe bread'' of tUo Lot^^ ^xJiYfi«^> '^^ ^^ss!<v!wifli^ 
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^0, St. Gregory! The idea of *' tlie bread** was as far 
from the thoughts of the Spirit as the doctrine of the 
Spirit was removed from your thoughts! It is '< every 
creature of Cbd that is sanctified by the word of God and 
prayer." St. Gregory goes on — *' not that, as food, it 
* passes into his body, but that it is instantly changed into 
' the body of Christ, agreeably to what he said, this is my 
' body, and therefore does the divine word commix itself 
^ wi^ the nature of man, that by partaking of the divinity^ 
'our humanity may be exalted.*' — Another discovery; 
md in dietetics too! The man assimilated to the food 
instead of the food to the man! Cannibals must be 
eminently rational! — " By the dispensation of His grace, 
' He enters by His flesh into the breasts of the faithful, 
' commixed and co-tempered with their bodies, that, being 
' united to that which is immortal, man may partake of 
*incorruption." — How profoundly ignorant of this 
marvellously scriptural doctrine was Paul! Speaking of 
the body, he says, ^' It is sown in corruption; it is raised 
in incorruption." Half of the incorruption — and the 
better half too, — according to St. Gregory^s account, is 
due to the body, in the sowing; and, lo, Paul assigns the 
whole of it to the raising! — " It is by virtue of the bene- 
' diction that the nature of the visible species is raised into 
' His body— The bread^also, is, at first, common bread; but 
' when it has been sanctified, it is called and made the body 
' of Christ." — ^The virtue of the benediction, and the dis- 
tinction of common bread, and bread sanctified, and there- 
fore made and called the body of Christ, are rather impor- 
tant things; and for Scripture to have left them, wholly 
to be guessed at, is certainly a ground for impugning its 
TH-sujfficieney! This is another precious sample of the 
sentiments of antiquity. But you give us a third; and 
fou shall enjoy the full benefit of your pains. Another 
leaf or two ^from the Roman bible. The penman, St. 
John Chrysostom, bom in the year 344. 

** Let us then touch the hem of His garment; rather 
'let US, if we be so disposed, possess livm, eiwMvt^. ^^^ 
Mjg bod^ BOW lies before us, not to\)e \«VL^\i^ w:\^ ^^ 
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' to be eaten and to satiate us" — Spiritual satiation of 
course! Is it not strange, that, when Paul blames tbe 
Corinthians for indulging in animal satiation, at the 
Lord's^ Supper; this happy idea of St. ChrTSostom's dumld 
never have struck him, when it must have run in the 
very current of his thoughts? How dull wilted was 
Paul, in comparison with the Roman saint! The thought 
flashes upon him, without the least aid, whatsoever, from 
the influence of association! — <*And if they who toudwd 
' His garment, drew so much virtue from it, how mudi 
^ more shall we draw who possess Him whole?*'— Qood 
logic — If the premiss, that we possess Him whole, be not 
debateable; which it unluckily happens to be, as Scrip- 
ture in the account of the Lord's Supper, and in the 
comments that are made with reference to it, abstains 
from dropping the least hint that we possess Him at all 
— in the sense of your church! *' Believe therefore that 
the Supper at which He sat is now celebrated; for thtre 
is no difference between the two.*^ I don't know what 
the form of celebrating the mass might have been in the 
time of St. Chrysostom; but I know that, if it consisted 
with what obtains in modern times, it could no more 
have resembled the Lord's Supper, than the *^ sentiments 
of antiquity " resemble the sentiments of Scripture. — 
"TAw is not performed by a man, and that by Christ.^' 
— Nol What! St. Chrysostom; were you a priest, and 
do you tell us this? Is not a priest a man; and csn 
Christ be present at the mass, as you allege Him to be, 
without the agency of that man? Are not the hands 
of that man, and the lips of that man, essential prime 
actors, that must play their parts, before Christ appears 
— i/ He appears? Does Christ prepare the wafer or fill 
the cup? No; but the priest! Does Christ make the 
passes, and pronounce the blessing, that are said to eo- 
operate in changing the cup and the wafer? No; but 
the priest! Is it Christ then, or a man, that performs 
the mass? A man I Without the priest, we may ask, 
aud Christ will give; we msty a^^V, wi^ Q.\\tssX. ^\VV take 
care that we shall fiud-, we xstsx^ VuQOt,^\i^ <^ttrk&\,^«^ 
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Dfpen; two or three may gather together in the name of 
Christ, and Christ will he there in the midst of them; 
but a man cannot meet Christ in the mass — if Christ 
presents Himself there — nay, Christ cannot meet the 
man there; without the direct consent and co-operation of 
the priest! The priest, says St. Chrysostom, performs the 
mass, and not Christ— "J?o<^ are by him. When, there* 
fore, thou seest the priest, presenting the body to thee, 
think not that it is his hand, but the hand of Christ that 
is stretched out towards thee,** — Another miracle! The 
hand of the priest, changed into the hand of Christ, as 
the common bread is changed into the body of Christ ! 
Who would not be a priest! — "Let us believe God in 
every thing, and not gainsay Him,^^ — This, properly 
interpreted, is rendered *<Let us believe the Roman 
Church in every thing, and not gainsay Acr'* — "aJ- 
ihough, what is said may seem contrary to our reason 
and our sight" — St. Chrysostom, you see, is rather con- 
scions, that some violence must bo undergone by our 
reason and sight, before we give credence to your dog- 
ma. — " Let His word overpower both** — for His word, 
read " the word of the Roman Church " — ** Thus, let us 
do in mysteries, not looking only on the things that 
lie before us, but holding fast His word " — The words 
of the Roman Church — **for His word *' — her word — 
*' cannot deceive, but our sense is very easily deceived^* 
—if we take her word — **That never failed" — ^with the 
help of human credulity — ** This often " It had been ob- 
liging, had St. Chrysostom favoured us with two or three 
instances, in point — " Since then His word says * This 
is my body;* let us assent and believe, and view it with 
ike eyes of our understanding'* — Nay, St. Chrysostom, 
yon demand an impossibility, if, as you have just said, 
it seems "contrary to our reason and oursight.^* Would 
it not be rather difficult to find a predicament in which 
our reason can be implicated, without involving our un- 
derstanding ? What think you. Cardinal Wiseman ? 
Don't be delicate about dissenting a little, ftOTH^l. CVxt-^- 
soetom ! You knovr you are in a feat ^wj Na 'W 
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come a saint, yourself ! Two very good old ladies 
were canonised, as we read, the other day — which 
is nv>re than the Baptist, James, or Stephen, could 
boast of at the hands of ^ Peter and the rest " — ^whom 
the Pope and his cardinals, in this respect, beat out 
and out, as of course, it will be easily credited, thej 
have had authority to do — suppose they be put to 
the shift of standing exclusively upon their ownl-^ 
** Who will give us his flesh, to eat, that we may be 
' filled ? (Job xxxi. 31.) This Christ has done-^ot only 

* allowing Himself to be seen*' — contrary to our reason 
and our sight I — *' but to be touched too " — though the 
touch and the sight are in precisely the same predica- 
ment ! — and to he eaten, and teeth to pierce His flesh,** 
a new modification of the act of eating ! — ** and aU, to 
be filled with the love of Himy — ^Most extraordinary 
issue of a most revolting process ! — ^ Parents often give 

* their children to be nourished by others ; not bo, I, 
< says Christ ; but I nourish you with my flesh, and I 

* place myself before you"— Instead of sending you to 
others that you may be nourished by their flesh, as 
mothers give their children to be nourished by othw 
women's milk ! — '< I was willing to become your 

* brother ; for the sake of you I took flesh and blood ; and 
^ again I deliver to you that flesh and blood, by which I 
^became so related.*' — As Christ was without that flesh 
and blood, before He took them ; of course He must be 
without that flesh and blood, if He delivers them, again— 
** What sayest thou, blessed Paul ? Willing to impress 

* awe upon the hearer, and making mention of the tre- 
' mendous mysteries, thou callest them the cup of bene- 
^ diction (1 Cor. x. 16), that terrible and tremendous 
' cup.'* — The tremendous mysteries, and the terrible and 
tremendous cup, have no place in the 10th chapter of 
Corinthians ! If they existed in the mind of Paul, he 
suffered them to remain there ; and certainly aflbrded no 
clue to the fact of their presence, by indicating them as 
^* the cup of benediction.** Christ could not, assuredly, 

contemplate, as a meaua oi ^^ee^ixv^lSLvDCLVa wi.i ^t^si&ssa&r 
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Inrance, the institntiDg of a rite, partaking of the terrible 
and tremendous ! Snch characteristics I may associate 
with the Hood; and if the cup contained the blood, I 
might associate them with the cup ; but Paul does not 
allow me to entertain tho latter inference. He does not 
tell me that the cup is ** terrible and tremendous,^' He 
attributes to it, only, the operation of blessing. It had 
been thoughtful in St. Ohrysostom had he enlightened 
us with his notion of a terrible and tremendous blessing ! 
To my idea— and I almost think to every other mau*s— - 
the phrase would suggest an ironical mode of indicating 
a curse. And whom is St. John Ohrysostom addressing ? 
Persons whom he does not charge with any irregularity 
in the use of the cup ; and yet he calls it " terrible and 
tremendous !'^ Is it possible that it can be the same 
cup as that, which Paul, writing to the Corinthians, 
designates, simply, as *' the cup of blessing ?" Waa 
that cup "terrible and tremendous,'* and did Paul re- 
frain from representing it as such, when the Corin- 
thians got drunk with the cup 1 Here, existed the 
most imperative demand for the most ample announce- 
ment of the nature of the cup ; and it is a *' terrible 
and tremendous '' cup, and Paul only tells the Corinthi- 
ans that it is " the cup of benediction !" Why, thi»- 
was nothing less than humouring the gross irregularity^ 
which he was endeavouring to correct !— -than applying 
flalve to an ulcer, which demanded the knife — than con- 
victing himself of the most miserable incompetency to. 
fulfil the duty to which Christ Himself had called him! 
If St. Chrysostom and Paul speak of the same cup; then, 
Paul cuts nothing short of a most contemptible figure, in 
oomparison with the Saint. St. Chrysostom goes on — 
^It is not of the altar, but of Christ Himself, that we 
* partake.'* St. Chrysostom correcting Paul ! — correcting* 
the Spirit! Paul writes, "Are not they which eat of the^ 
sacrifices partakers of the altar?'* — ^What adds St. Chry- 
sostom? — *' Let us therefore approach to Him with all 
i^verence and purity." St. Chrysostom gives a lesson 
to Fault— tells him how he ought to \ia^^ U!^<c>m^^ 
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the Corinthians!-— in fact indirectly, but most palpably 
charges him with having been utterly ignorant of hkr 
duty— or the saint enormously, wretchedly, and totally 
mistakes his own ! — ** And when thou beholdest the 
body, lying before thee, say to thyself: By this body, I 
am no longer dust and ashes.'* — St. Chrysostom may* 
here, be said to draw the pen across the recorded sen- 
tence of God, " For dust thou art, and to dust thou shalt 
return." But the proposition may be defended, as an 
instance of figuratiye expression. A man may be said 
not to be that, which he has a prospect of ceasing to lie. 
Still Paul is manifestly, though indirectly, at a discount 
again ; for not only does he keep wholly out of sight the 
** terrible and tremendous" nature of the cup, but he 
leaves the Corinthians to guess his meaning , in calling it 
the cup of benediction ; namely, according to St. Chry- 
sostom, that those who partake of it are ^no longer duit 
and ashes'* — Poor Paul ! How different an epistle had 
a St. John Chrysostom written to the Corinthians — Nor 
shall Paul get off yet. If the apostle winces, now, for 
having kept the offending church of Corinth in total 
darkness, as to the change which the bread and cup under- 
go, he shall wince a little more — " This is that very body 

* which bled, which was pierced by the lance" — " He that 
'was present at the Last Supper, is the same that is 
'.present now, and consecrates the feast.'* Paul knew 
this, and of course should have written this ; and added 
—"The feast which you desecrate, by scrambling and 
drunkenness, consists of the body and blood of Christ ;" 
and, yet, he breathes not a syllable to this effect ! Was 
Paul fit to be an apostle ? — and yet Christ thought him 
so! Still Paul is not, yet, out of the scrape — •* For it is 

* not man that makes the things lying on the table be- 

* come the body and blood of Christ, but that Christ who 

* was crucified for us. The priest stands performing the 

* ofidce, and pronouncing these words — ^but the power and 

* grace are the power and grace of God. He says * this is 
' my body,' and these -woid^ cffft<it the change of the 
'thmga offered,** — TheiQ laai'^m^V «ii\^«^\^^<^!ass!^ 
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In ''thethiDgs offered," and Paul totally overlooks botU 
the ohange and the priest, as though he were utterly 
nnconscious of their presence! Now, touching the priest 
— 4f a priest were in the case, the irregularities of which^ 
Flul complains, might fairly have been supposed by him 
to haye proceeded, on the part of the Corinthians, from 
attributing wholly to the priest, the operations which 
were performed in concert with God. How thoroughly 
in place then, had been some such remarks, as those with 
which St Ohrysostom enlightens us 1 Tet Paul leaves 
the Corinthians wholly in the dark again, as if there 
were no such thing as a priest in the church of Corinth! 
Why, according to St. John Chrysostom, his curate would 
have made a far worthier apostle than Paul!—'' As many 
^as partake of this body, as many as partake of this blood, 

* think ye it nothing different from that which sits above." 
«— H€re is agaan an indirect, but pointed and severe casti- 
gation of Paul, who inserts the bread and the cup, where 
fit Ohrysostom sets down the body and the blood ; and 
makes nb comment whatsoever upon the divine nature 
<tf the food which the Corinthians have been abusing ; 
tmt impotenily and disgracefully stops short, with 
merely saying — '< For as often as ye eat this bread and 
drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord's death till Ho 
eome." Surely no man^ in possession of his senses, 
vnald imagine that Paul and St. John Chrysostom were 
irriting about the same thing — and these are the senti- 
ments of antiquity! 

You now observe — ^ One more short passage from him 
*will suffice." Believe me. Sir, you have given us enough 
ef him ; But since you will have it so, we shall hear him 
to the end. — " Wonderful ! The table is spread wi th my s- 
*teries;" — a well covered table, of the riches of which, 
•B St Ohrysostom describes them, Paul does not enable us 
to fpim even the most remote idea! <' The Iamb of God 
'is slain for thee, and the spiritual blood flows from the 

* sacred table.*' — Only the communicants cannot see it flowl 
*-^ The Bpiritual £re comes down from Yveai^enDi''— ^\>Jsir. 
^t exhibiting the least perceptible toVeu oi V\>^ ^<&^f:ftw\>\ 
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<*Tbe blood in the chalice is drawn from the spotle$s sidtf 
^for thy purification" — The cork or stopper which givai 
egress to what St. John Chrysostom calls the blood, would 
account for a very different origin. ^ Thinkestthou that 
5 thou seest bread 1 that thou seest winel" Not a douM 
of it ! or, if there be, the taste sets the doubt at rest; 
yet the sight, one might think, should be evidence cont 
elusive enough. ** Seeing is believingi'* is an adage ai 
old as the hills, and one to the truth of which Christ 
JBimself would appear to have set His seal, when He con- 
descended to appear to the doubting Thomas: He saysfyt^ 
be sure, *' Blessed are they that bave not seen and yet 
have believed;" but He gives no authority for believing 
the reverse of what we see. Conjurors teach such doe^ 
trine, but men laugh at them. They will request tb« 
loan of a handkerchief — cut it, to the belief of your ey^i^ 
in pieces, and then return it to you, whole; but you knov 
that it was all a trick I The priest takes a morsel of 
bread; professes — only professes — to change it inW 
another thing ; and, then, to the conviction of your 
senses, presents it to you precisely the same thing tbat 
it was before! Now, the priest differs from the conjuid 
in these respects alone — He is perfectly destitute of th^ 
address of the latter ; but then, to make up for the de- 
ficiency, he can boast of an infinitely more credulovi 
audience. St. Chrysostom proceeds -* '^Thinkest tboa 
/that thou seest bread? that thou seest wine?"— Ge^ 
tainly, if the respondent tells the truth — *' that them 

* thiugs pass off as otlier foods do? Far be it from thee 

* to think so." — ^What, St. Chrysostom ! when Christ 
has left us without excuse if we think otherwise? /< Whatr 
soever entereth in at the mouth goeth into the belly, an4 
is cast out into the draught." •* Whatsoever I " Mark 
the word. Will it admit of limitation? Can you qpalifj 
it? Go round about it, and rouud about it again and 
again, and pry for a crevice into which a convenient ex* 
ception can be insinuated. Who utters it? He, to whom 
the future was as the pTe%eu\., ^xk^ iTom ^Khose lips such 

a word could not bave iabWen,\v«L^ T2L^ <&^\i\A\si^^x«^^ 
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>ropdiinding of such a doctrine, as that which your dogma 
neuleates! It is true that a certain circumstance, re- 
ipecting the receiving of ordinary food, suggests what He 
lays. It can be easily believed that, had He intended to 
limit what He says to such food, and to such a circum- 
Mance, He would most assuredly have done so; but He 
ietsts that circumstance wholly out of view, and employs 
ft term which includes every possible contingency, ^* What- 
loeoer entereth into the mouth goeth into the belly, and 
n cast out into the draught." He denies to the acts of 
carnal eating and drinking the least spiritual operation 
whatsoever! I should be tempted to question the faith 
of the man who can entertain a doubt that, in uttering 
these words, your dogma was present to the Eternal 
Mind, and a warning against it provided for the sake of 
the fkithful ! However, let us hear St. John Chrysos- 
tom to the end: — '^ But as wax, brought near to the fire, 
'loses its former substance, which no longer remains, so 
'do thou thus conclude, that the mysteries (the bread anc^ 
'wine) are consumed by the substance of the body;'' — In 
other words, '* Because we believe what our eyes posi- 
tivdy (usert, we must believe what they as positively 
deny! " Admirable logic! — '< Wherefore, approaching 

* to them, think not that you receive the Divine body 

* from a man," — Though without that man you cannot 
receive the alleged Divine body! — ''but fire from the 
^hand of the Seraphim." — ^New members of the dramatis 
persanofy and meddling ones too! A little before it was 
the hand of Christ; and now that hand is pushed aside, 
to be superseded by ^'the hands of the Seraphim! " I 
tell you what, Sir, the only apt comparison I can find 
ht St John Ghrysostom— -and St. Cyril and St. Gregory 
fiUMst naturally fall into the same category — is that of a 
diarlatan, in carnival time, declaiming upon the super- 
fiatural virtues of the nostrum, which any man, who can 
pat two ideas together, must know to be trash ! 

Tou will have obser^'cd that I have not touched upon 
the evidence whieb you draw, in favowi oi '^oxa ^^^eoa.^ 
ivm the practice of the early cb\ixc\i, m^ie ^^to^^l 
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designated ^' the incipient Roman Church." That efi* 

dence shall now he produced. I shall do 7011 all justicft 

« Now, in examining the opinions of the eulj 

' church on this snhject, we meet with a most seriooa 

< difficulty, resulting from the circumstance which I madd 
' use of on a former occasion, as a strong oorroboratioii 

* of the Catholic rule of futh; that is, the discipline o£ 
'the secret, whereby converts were not admitted ta|^ 
^ knowledge of the principal mysteries of GhristkiQity: 
' until after they had been baptized"-«Here* was eiieunr 
spection! the slightest glimpse of which I defy yo« to ; 
catch in Luke's history of the church, embracing a lapes 
of six-and-thirty years; or in Scripture dpenmeBts, ex- 
tending to the year ninety-six. Can you iiot see wM 
you are about? Are you incapable of anticipating tb# 
reward of your pains? You are* striving all you ean t» 
add your own testimony to the fact, that your chuich 19 
not the church of Scripture! Go on and prosper! **Tlie 
\ chief practical mystery of which they were kept in ig* 

* norance was the belief concerning the Eucharist." It 
was? The belief concerning the Eucharist was the diief 
practical mystery? Indeed! What! when Paul makes 
no mystery about the institution, whereupon your church 
founds her doctrine of the Eucharist? — when Paul de- 
scribes the institution in full, and comments upon it in 
full? How incontestibly you prove that Paul did not 
believe what your church believed in her earliest timel' 
Pray proceed-^*' It was the principle, as I observed, on 
' that occasion, among the early Christians, to preserve 
' inviolable secrecy regarding what passed in that most 

* important portion of the service, the litui^y of the 

* church." — Are you not astonished at the oversight of 
the apostles, prompted as they were by the Spirit? 
Documents for a period of nearly seventy years, yet no 
more mention of a liturgy, than if such a thing had avt 
been, tlien, in existence! Light upon light! Well-^"For 

< instance, there is a distinction made by old writers 
' between the mass oi t\ie caX^\i\3imftTi% >xJl the mass of 
' the faithful. T^^ XQ^s^ oiAV<^ :^\fix^\!>KiA ^^K«sik l^ti^ 
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Nurt to which they were admitted, and the mass of the 
Guthful was that portion from which the catechumens 
trere exclude "-^Were the apostles fit for their work, 
hen there exists not the least evidence of their having 
iopted so cantions a practice as thist One would ima^ 
ike that there was no mystery at all in the church of 
leir time^ as related to its discipline. Now, would not 
let — " Consequently they"<^-^the catechumens---'' and 
itill less the heathens, knew nothing of what was 
|»ra6tised in the church daring the solemnization of the 
mysteries."— «I beg your pardon; but do you mean to 
ij that the heathen knew a little, but the catechumens 
ositiTely nothing? — ** This is manifest from innumer- 
able passages^ especially where the fathers speak of the 
EKicharist'" ^^ Strong testimony in favour of the 
ueharist!-^^ Nothing is more common than to find 
BUch expressions as these, * What I am now saying or 
irriting is for the initiated,* * The faithful know what I 
mean.' ' If/ says one of them, ' you ask a catechumen> 
does he believe in Jesus Ohristf he makes the sign off 
bhe cross, as a token of his belief in Christ's incarna- 
tion and death for us; but if you ask him, * Have you 
oaten the fiesh of Christ, and drank His blood)' ho 
knows not what you mean. We find this extraordi- 
nary passage in SSt. BpiphaniusT'-^bom 320 — "when 
wishing to allude to the Eucharist, 'What were the 
words which our Saviour used at His Last Supperl He 
took in His hand a certain thing, and He said. It is s6 
and so.' Thus, he avoids making use of words which 
Would expose the belief of the Christians/' Now, is it 
ot almost incredible, that Matthew, Mark, Luke, and 
*aul, with the Spirit to direct them, should have been 
utterly devoid of foresight-^of common caution— as to 
it down the words of institution in black and white; 
istead of reserving them as part and parcel of your 
[lurch's boasted oral tradition? They surely little 
reamed of the indirect but severe rebuke that awaited 
bem in the fourth century, and at ihe YwbXk^ Oil wjkft ^ 
mt alleged auceesaorSf too! What mot%'\— ** Ot\^w^^— 



270 . OOMDEHKATOBY DlSOIPLnnB; 

born 185-— « expressly says, that any one who beirayi 
these mysteries is worse than a murderer. St AuguS' 
timT— horn 354— « ^S't. Amhrose'^—hom ZiO-^** and 
others, affirm that they are traitors to their religion who 
do «o/'-— Impugnment upon impngnment of the tmStr 
dency of those whom Christ Himself selected as the 
foundation of His Church! Treason and murder^ with 
aggravation, in the case, and not the least wamixig from 
Scripture! — ^The consequence was, as Tertollian"— 
bom 160 — '* observes, that the heathens knew notlung 

* whatever of what was done in the church; and when 
'they charged the Christians with various horrible 
'crimes, these contented themselves with askings how 
' they could pretend to know anything about mysteries^ 
' to which they were not admitted, and of whieh such 

* pains were taken that they should know nothing?"— -A 
pretty account of the church! — a church of mysteriee^ 
that demanded concealment! Can you find sueh a 
church in Scripture? No! — except in denunciatory, ap* 
palling anticipation! To your next paragraph — 

''This authority sufficiently proves that this diseip-' 
< line "—the discipline of the secret— ^'^ was not of later 

* introduction, as some have pretended, but had been re« 
' ceived, as early writers tell us^ from the time of the 

* apostles." One can readily appreciate the character of 
a fabric which requires a lie to prop it. Not an inch of 
ground, Sir, do the writings of the apostles supply, as a 
foundation for what those early writers, whosoever thej 
may be, thus, fraudulently assert! Tour comment upon 
this? — " For it would have been vain later to attempt 
' concealment, if all had been open at the beginning.*'— : 
As open as day, Cardinal Wiseman! As open as preach- 
ing '' from the house tops"! Not a jot of such publicity 
did Christ demand for the Gospel! " Go ye therefcw 
and teach all nations" etc., "teaching them to observe all 
things whatsoever I have commanded you. Where 
were these words, when you penned this precious eonir 
xnent? If not in youi \ieaxt,'vetQ thfly not in year 
Aead?— or did tbe wotda oi A^o«fe «w\^ ^tvXkis^ ^bnv^ 
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ihem out of iti Yon allege that Scriptare is not all 
snfBdent Very well! £at suffer what we have, to 
$tand! Add, if you will; but don't take away! Those 
words of Christ's must be taken away before your com- 
ment can standi What more? — " We have a remarkable 
^illnstration of this discipline in St. John Ghrysostom. 

* In a letter to Pope Julius, he describes a tumult in the 
'ehureh of Constantinople, in which he says, 'They' 
^ spilled the blood of Christ.' He speaks plainly, beiaose 
'writing a private letter to one of the initiated. Not so 
i PiEiUadius, when relating the same circumstance; for he 
*8ay8 * They spilled the symbols known to the initiated;* 

* he was writing the life of the saint, which was to go 
'Abroad to the world, and was careful, consequently, to 

* AYoid communicating the mysteries to the uninitiated.'^ 
*— Now, was not Paul writing to the initiated when he 
admonished the Corinthians upon their abuse of the 
Lord's 8upper'< Was not getting drunk with the cup^ 
an offence of a &r more heinous description than spilling 
the cup? Was he not bound to place their misconduct 
in the most odious point of view? and can you assign 
any possible reason for his refraining from telling them^ 
that it was the << blood of Christ," with which they had 
been making merry? Paul, according to your church 'd 
▼iew of the Lord's Supper, knew as well as St. Chrysos^ 
torn that the cup contained the blood; and with a motive 
to prompt him, /ar stronger than that which prompted 
St Chrysostom, he entertains no idea of declaring what 
St Chrysostom proclaims! Is this credible? If it be, 
the saint discharged his duty far more faithfully than 
the apostle! Yet, again, is this credible? You complain 
of its being said that this dogma of your church involves 
you in difficulties and absurdities? It overwhelms you 
with them, Sir ; and this is not only saidy but demon- 
strated I Finish the paragraph — *< There is another in- 
' stance in the life of St. Athanasius, who was summoned 

* before a court for breaking a chalice ; and the council, 

* held at Alexandria in 360, expressed a Ivott^^t q1 \\^% 

' AriAua for having brought the myBtenea oi ANxa QJcsa^ 
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* before the world through this acensatioti. The auno 
<; feeling is still more strongly expressed in a letter ftom. 
f the Pope to him, written in the name of a eouncil held 
' at Rome. He says, < We oould not belieye, when we 
f heard that such a thing as the cup in which the blood 
' of Christ is administered, had been mentioned before 
f the profane and uninitiated ; and, until we saw the 
< account of the trials we did not think such a erime 
f possible.' " 

Do you know, Sir, what all this labour of yoms 
amounts to? The accumulating of proofs upon proofii,' 
that an early, and deeply laid, icnd broad conspiracy 
ligainst the truth, as it is in the Lord Jesus, originated 
in the bosom of His visible church, with the view of ez^ 
alting that church above its Master; of rendering ha 
irresponsible to that Master; of enabling her to stand 
npon her own authority, opposed to what that Master 
bad commanded. And the germs of that eonspiraejr 
were of the quickening of antichrist. They were present 
in the corruptness of our fallen nature; but he quicheneth 
them. And how, indeed, could he do the work more 
effectually than by tampering with the pctstors of tbs 
fold? Christ pointed out the sheep to those pastors; an* 
^christ the fleece of the sheep. It caught their eye and 
mortally riveted it. The Eucharist is the most produiy 
tive ware of the Roman Catholic mart! Deny this if 
you can. If you should, I defy you to justify your 
denial! Tou administer the Eucharist gratis to the poot! 
How stands the case, with regard to the rich? You farm 
the dead! Purgatory is a fertile region for you, is it 
not? I know as well as you do that the acres are im« 
aginary; but none know better than you, that the reve- 
nues which you draw from them are realy and rich! 

You, now, adduce further evidence in support of tbe 
worthless proposition, that your dogma obtained at a very 
early period — I say "worthless;" for, though you could 
produce documents, coeval with the first chapter of tbe 
Acts; they would be void, without express corroboration 
from the letter of the 8p\n\. kix^ ^i -wXisX. ^Q<5Si "^>a. 
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fotiire etidencei whicli you adduce, consist? The mani-^ 
fmt fulfilment of a prophecy launched against jouif 
ekufchl And by whom? By her pretended headt 
By Peter, her supposititious rock— ^the worm that, foi 

[ Iter own accursed aggrandisement, she has dared to sub^ 
^tate in place of the living €rud! Thus Peter anticipates 

; the evidence which you are about to produce. 

" But there were false prophets also among the 
people, even as there shall be false teachers among youy 
foho privily shall bring in damnable heresies, even deny- 
ing the Lord that bought them, and bring upon them-- 
velvet swift destruction. And many shall follow their 
pernicious ways, by reason of whom, the way of truth 
shall be evil spoken of And through covetousness shall 
ihetf with feigned words, make merchandise of you,** • 
Tour own mirror, Sir, does not more truly reflect 
jour own face, than your new evidence reflects this pro- 
phecy! Proceed with it: — 

" This feeling and practice, as you cannot fail to ob» 
< serve, must necessarily throw a considerable veil over 
*.what is said in early times, on the Eucharist'* — Dull 
must be the apprehension of the man who cannot con<^ 
jeeture that this apology contemplates some flaw in the 
general evidence ! — *' And it is only where accident 

* enables us to pry under it, that we are really able to see 

* what the doctrine of these ages was" — ^What a comfort 
for those who abandon the truth for your dogma ! ! !— 
.^ The means by which we discover it are various. The 
'first is, the calumnies invented by the enemies of Chris^ 
' tianity. We find it asserted by several old writers, and 
''among them by Tertullian, the oldest father of the Latin 
' ehuroh, that one of the most common calumnies against 
^the Christians was, that in their assemblies, or sacred 
' meetings, they murdered a child, and, dipping bread in 
'the blood, partook of it. He alludes to this charge 
f repeatedly. St. Justin Martyr" — converted 133—" tells 
.' us, than when he was a heathen, he had constantly heard 
' this of the Christians. Origen likewise mentions it, as 
.'do most writers who have lefated the accusations of 
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* Jews and heathens against the Christians. In what vn^ 

* could this calumny have arisen \ this fiction, that iiief 
' dipped bread in the blood of an infant, and eat it— 
^if they simply took bread and wine ? Did it not imply 

* that something more had transpired among the heathens, 

* and that the body and blood of our Saviour were said 
'to be partaken of on these occasions? Does not tiie 
'* calumny itself insinuate as much f" Not the least ques- 
tion about it! Calumny begot calumny, and fiction liegoAi 
fiction ; the parent fiction and calumny being to be found 
in the two blasphemous propositions^ that Christ sane- 
tionod the aetnal drinking of His blood; and that the wincr 
through the agency of the priest, was changed into that 
eubstance. Hence, Sir, '< the way of truth" b^;an to 
^ be evil spoken of," and the charge of infantidde was- 
laid at the door ! You continue^— ^ 

^ Secondly, we gain additional light by the manner 
' in which these calumnies are met. Suppose that the. 
^ belief of the ancient Christians had been that of the 
' F^testants, what was more practicable than to refute 
^ these accusations — ^ We do do such thing as you imagine,* 
^ would have been the reply; ' nothing can even give rise 
f to the charge. We do no more than partake of a little, 
'bread and wine, as a rite commemorative of our Lord's 

* passion.' " A fact, Sir, for the truth of which they 
jDould have produced the clear, unquestionable evidence,* 
of the end for which the Lord's Supper was instituted, 
** Do this in remembrance of me," backed by the most 
ample and positive testimony of Paul, *' As often as yd 
eat this bread and drink this cup, ye do show the Lord's 
death till He come." But what, then, had become of 
priestcraft? How could the shepherds have become 
" lords over God's heritage?" What a plea for "making 
merchandise " of the flock had been abandoned I It had 
been madness, Sir, to have sacrificed, for *^ The Truth," a 
few '^feigned words " productive of present domination 
— and gain, no doubt, as well — ^with a prospect of unli- 
mited, fineless, growt\i\ You xEka.^ o^^'^^ct^ perhaps, that 

jour statement refers to tii^ %euw«X \io^^ ^1 ^SQXNs!C>a»2^ 
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In those times. I answer, that the motives for communis 
eating instmetion are to be ascertained, by inquiring at 
tha 4oor of the tecuiher. 

After proposing to enlighten ns with regard to ^ two 
'ways in which the calumnies of the heathen were mety** 
yet leaving us quite in the dark, as respects one of 
them; you favour us with an anecdote, which commoir 
prudence should have counselled you to suppress. Here 
iti£^ — 

** A remarkable instance we have in the ease of the 

* martyr, Blandina, commended by St. Irenseus. I have 
'not the passage here; but he tells us that the heathen ser-^ 
' vants of some Christians, having been put to the rack, to 

* make them reveal their masters' belief, they affirmed^ 
' after some time, that, in their mysteries, the Christians 

* partook of flesh and blood " — ^Which, of course, accord-* 
ing to your dogma, was the plain and simple truth, 
Ifowfor the martyr Blandina. — *<BIandinawas presently 
.'diaiged with this guilt " — Doubtless upon the evidence 
of those who had confessed the truth, in your view of 
tiiie Lord's Supper; namely, that the Christians partook 
of flesh and blood — << and was put to the torture, to make 

* her confess. But the historian says, she most wisely 
.'and prudently answered, ' How can you think we caa 
f be guilty of such a crime; we who, from a spirit of 

* mortification, abstain from eating ordinary flesh 1* Now^ 
/ suppose the imputed crime had not been at all akin tQ 
' reality, what was easier than to say — * Wo believe no 

"doctrine that bears a resemblance to this frightful im« 
f putation; we partake of a little bread and wine, as & 

* bond of union, and a commemoration of our Saviour's 
'* passion. It is simple bread and wine, and we believe 
' it to be nothing more.' " But, according to your dog^ 
;]na, the imputed crime was perfectly akin to reality; 
therefore the martyr Blandina believed that she was in 
.the practice of receiving real flesh and blood, and at the 
43ame time evasively denied it; and thus, in your eager^ 
ness to prove the early entertaining oi 70x11 ^o^coak^^^-^ 

i$0tally overlook the fapt that you iTnifV\^\A ^"^ ^ecws^-^ 
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of the martTT, the morality of the saint, in eotratenane- 
Ing her, and your own circumspection^ in siding with' 
him, under circumstances not only questionahle, bui 
positively disreputable! 

According to the plausible Dr. Mi1ner^-*who coolly tialls 
his Jesuitical work the End of Controversy — Ignatius is 
your earliest authority upon this subject. Thus trrltes 
the complacent doctor — '*St. Ignatius, then, an apos* 

* tolical bishop of the first century, describing certain of 
^the cotemporary heretics, says, 'They do not admit of 

* Eucharists and oblations, because they do not believe the 

* Eucharist to be the flesh of our Saviour, Jesus Christ, 

* who sufifered for our sins.* " Ignatius, Sir, was the heretic^ 
and those of whom he complains were none; beeanse, be- 
feides other reasons, and these no less than scriptural ones^ 
we have the saint's own warrant for what I assert; fo^ 
the guilt of which a man convicts himself may be regarded 
its thoroughly established, while that With which he 
charges others may reasonably admit of being que^ 
tioned — the more especially where the accuser does not 
come into court with clean hands. It is recorded, it 
appears, in human sacred history, that Ignatius was 
bishop of Anttoch in the year 70. Your church bus 
assigned, to Ephesus and to Crete, bishops, for whose 
ordination, we have only her own carnal authority; and 
who, according to Scripture, were missionaries — ^that is« 
apostles in the generic reception of the term^ Ignatius is 
not to be found in the New Testament; but I can com- 
mend you to his likeness there. What think you of 
Piotrephes] This is Diotrephes, according to John, " I 
wrote unto the church; but Diotrephes, who loveth to 
have the pre-eminence over them, receiveth us not.'* 
Here is an apostle resisted by an officer— most probably 
the bishop — of one of the primitive churches. ^And 
wherein did the insubordination of that officer originatel 
In ambition. Diotrophes loved ''to have the pre- 
eminence*' — just as the church of Borne loved to hare 
the pre-eminence— \\isted, m \.\i^ ^jw^ ^tat century, 
$8 it would appeikx, to \)$QomQ ^Xi'a o^wa.^^ w«t5^ssft:^ 
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lieritage '* — ^labonriDg to bring* into servitude, to her^ 
the whole of her sister churches; many of whom, if 
not the majority, were far more honourable, in point 
of age, than she, herself, was! Natural enoughl The 
^hurch of the Imperial City mwt needs erect herself: 
into the imperial church/ Ignatius countenances this 
act of atrocious usurpation! He recognises her as the 
presiding church; not only without the shadow of a 
warrant from Scripture, but in absolute defance of ita 
authority. He sanctions, in one of the youngest, if not 
the very youngest, of the apostolic churclies, what 
Christ, again and again, refuses to sanction, in any ona 
of His apostles — headship! I have exposed, elsewhere-^ 
thoroughly exposed — the shallow, flimsy, yet fraudfol 
•sophistry with which your church endeavours to evade 
the force of the latter fact. Ignatius was, in this respect^ 
% heretic Like Diotrephes, he ^' loved pre-eminence." 
You may urge that he was bishop of Aotiooh, and not of 
Borne? No matter! The man who countenances ambi-i 
tion, in another, must love it himself. The fleshly 
kaven must be alive^ and at work, within him! I dare 
not mince the matter in a question that concerns God*a 
truth! I therefore assert, upon the authority of that truths 
that the exclusive right of administering the Lord's Sup* 
per was a privilege wrested from the common flock ; 
otherwise, what am I to understand by the phrase^— 
^ The disciples continued in breaking of bread"—* 
^The disciples came together to break bread," espe- 
cially when not a single instance is recorded, in proof 
that the superintendence of an apostle, bishop, or elder, 
was an indispensable condition for the performing of 
the rite? The apostles were to partake, together, of 
the same cup and of the same bread; and I would thank 
the theologian who would give me a Scripture reason 
lor modifying the injunction, in the case of the common 
diaeiplehoed! The sacrifices of thanksgiving, praise, 
and prayer, are void, unless the passion of Christ be 
preunt, and these may be offered, evlViei Vcl ^\NK«tHi 
Witt tbe.pa8tor, or wholly IndepeniteiiV. Qi\aT^\ VmX 
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differcfbee, then, can the presence of the emblems ot 
that passion make, that the Supper of the Lord should 
be hedged in? I maintain that the discerning of the 
body of Christ, in the former instances, is, every jot, 
as indispensable a condition, as in the latter one; and that 
we are equally obnoxious to the incurring of judgment, 
in case of our not discerning that body. The passion of 
Christ is, to the same amount^ the life and soul of enrery 
Christian office; and the observance of every such office^ 
alike imperative. Neither, in advancing these propoa-' 
tions, do I meddle one jot with the doctrine of Fbul; 
who, in enforcing respect for a particular observaneOt inf 
consequence of its having been abused, cannot possibly 
be supposed to have in view the exalting of that obser* 
Vance above every other that Christ, or His apostles, had- 
enjoined. 

I make no doubt, Sir, that some such irregularities 89= 
those which induced your church, as she asserts, to ex- 
clude the flock from the cup; were instrumental, in the 
first instance, in suggesting the expediency of prohibit- 
ing the flock from celebrating, of themselves, the com- 
memorative Supper of the Lord. But, though the ark 
totters, Uzza must not put his hand to it! It must not 
be sustained by support which is not of God's own ap- 
pointment. The spirit of a Diotrephes would soon con- 
vert appropriation into corruption, and, from invading 
the privilege of the flock, would soon proceed to invade 
the privilege of Christ! Power is a stream of which it is 
not necessary to admonish us to drink deep. If we 
taste; we drink, and drink on. Your church tasted; and 
drank, and drank on! The exclusive right of breaking 
the bread and administering the cup, suggested calcula-^ 
tion of the further account to which the cup and the 
bread might be turned; and carnal imagination, revolv- 
ing holy things with this intent, would easily persuade 
itself that they breathed its own unholy spirit; or might 
be made to breathe iti in appearance — the more especi- 
alljr as ghostly instruction was oraU'ij ^\^^\sivoa.t^^ at 
the time; and tbe OTigma\aoi\\ieQ^oa^\a^ KsNft^'^^^siiNwjj, 
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ftnd BeTelation, perhaps with some very rare exceptions, 
'were solely iu the possession of the pastor; while the 
primitive disciplchood, thinning, in the course of nature, 
from day to day, towards, presently, utter extinction; no 
eye and ear- witness would soon he left, to correct ahuse 
by appealing to the doctrine and discipline of the church 
in the days of the apostles. Arrogating to themselves 
the right of breaking the bread and delivering the cup, 
thc^ innovators could not fail to perceive that the value 
of that right would be increased by, cunningly, exalting 
the character of the bread and cup; and that object was 
manifestly attainable by insisting upon a literal and car- 
Hal interpretation of the words of institution. It wad 
simply to read, instead of <' the cup and the bread,'' 
:^the body and the blood.*' The presence of the former 
.was certainly an impediment; but what signify imped!** 
ments when they stand in the way of priestcraft! The 
emblems were thus displaced by the things which they 
represented^-the table by the altar, the bishop by the 
priest; and for reclining believers in the truth, receiving 
the Lord's Supper at the hands of that Lord Himself; 
.was substituted, at length, in pretended imitation, a rite^ 
.which the Christians, of whom Ignatius complains, 
^light well demur; exhorted, as they, most probably,- 
were, to join a group of implicitly confiding dupes, upotf 
their knees before a piece of clay, as mortal as them-> 
selves, administering a blasphemous fiction ! 

You see. Sir, I have assigned a tolerably early date 
:to the origin of your mass—only a few years after the 
demise of the especial Gentile apostle. Farther back it i» 
morally impossible to go — Scripture stops you — a moun- 
tain in your way, which Faith may, not only easily, but 
invigoratingly, climb; but which is wholly inaccessible 
to infidelity! It is, I believe, a canon of your church 
that such of her dogmas as cannot be traced, in respect 
to their origin, to some particular period in the lives of 
the fathers, as she calls them; must necessarily have 
pxisted in the days of the apostles. Sla© ^vW -^V^as^ \s» 
except the mass. Had the mass been. cq\^x^\a^ v^ ^'v^'^ 
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shape whcOsoefoer, before the 57th year of our Lord, j6 
would have been morallj impossible that the llih 
chapter of the 1st Epistle to the Corinthians should hara 
continued beyond the 19th verse — ^unless Paul, indeed, 
had concluded it in a totally different maimer. 



THE cardinal's THEORY WITH RBSFECT TO THE WOBDS 
OF INSTITUTION MORE CLOSELY EXAMINED, AND 80MB- 
' THING VERY LIKE MANCEUYRING EXPOSED. 

< 

I now return to the words of institution-^*^ This is 
my body — This is my blood.*' Upon the strength of 
these words you found the doctrine that the bread and 
wine were changed. Among the four inspired writers 
who record these words, no single one ann<mneei sudi K 
change. Had such a change occurred, it had constituted 
the most, stupendous of all the miracles that Christ per^ 
formed; and I solicit your attention in f^yonr of a 
rather important &ct, that, in relating the miracles of 
pur Saviour, the Evangelists invariably add their own 
Ibttestation, in proof that those miracles were performed 
T-as, for instance, in the cure of the impotent man--« 
John v» ** Jesus saith unto him, Arise: take up thy bed 
and walk. And immediately the man was made whole; 
and took up his bed and walked'* Now, Sir, contrary 
to this unijorm practice of the Evangelists, why do they 
withhold their testimony from such a miracle as tha^ 
the presence of which, at the institution of the Lwd's 
Supper, It has been, wholly, left to your church to affirm! 
When Christ says " This is my body— this is my blood," 
why do they not add " And the wine and the bread be* 
came, forthwith. His body and His blood." Try, if jou 
can, to concoct even a plausible reply to this question-* 
though something more than a plausible one will bt 
necessary; if you would keep the soul and body of your 
dogma together. Talk not of a warrsuit for your dogms^ 
with such and such of the fathers' seals attached to it, 
yiien you cannot jhow ns t\i© seii oi^xrj wi^ Vsv^v^N^tosS^ 
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long the apostles. Their seals are affixed to every 
ler miracle; those seals are wholly wanting, here; and, 

inevitable consequence, there is no miracle here, t 
gilt waive every one of the numerous Scripture proofs 
Lich I have adduced, in evidence thait your dogma is 

illusion of your churches own creation; fts it is mani- 
tly void, frofff the utter impossibility'V)f competently 
»ting the question which I have put. * 

Still, you rely tilpon the 'words of Institution! — " This 
my body — ^This is my blood." Yoa say-^^In the first 
lace, the very words themselves, in which the 'pronoun 
{ put in a vague form, st!rongly uphold us. Had our 
aviour said— 'This bres^d is my body — This wine is 
ty blood/ there would have been some contradiction — 
be apostles might have said 'Wine cannot be His blood 
-breEui cannot be a body;' but when our Saviour uses' 
liis indefinite word, we arriVe at its meaning only at 
he conclusion of the sentence, by that which is pre- 
ieated of it. When we find that in Oreek there is 
discrepancy of gender, between that pronoun and the 
f^ord ^ bread,' it is more evident that He wished to de- 
ne the pronoun, and give it its character, as designa- 
[ng His body and blood; so that, by analysing the 
rords themselves, they give us oui* meaning positively", 
md essentially." 

I beg leave to direct your attention' to thd second 
mse of your hypothesis— "** ffad our Saviour said 
This bread is my body, this wiiie is my blood* " I 
imand by what authority you employ the term "wine" 

that clause? I ask you why you avoid adopting the 
rm which Scripture sanctions, and presents to you? 
Cup," Sir, is the proper term, and tiot "wine." Luke 
id Paul write "cup;" and though, in Matthew and 
ark, the pronoun stands alone, the noun, which it 
dicates, being in ellipsis; yet its demonstrative force 
determined by refei^ring to the immediately preceding 
irase, "He took the cup." Consequently^ by tha 
ithoritj of the four inspired^ penmen, yoM 'v«^>iwaA 
bare written ** This cup is iny blood "' '^Yi'^ ^A i^'Q^ 
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imte, instead, '< This wine is my bloodf Why did 
you slight the language of the Spirit, in favour of your 
own phraseology? Why did you substitute, for a word 
which would agree with the pronoun, and which was 
present; a word which would not agree with the pro- 
noun, and which you must be at the pains of seekiDgl 
Sir, could you know what you are about — were you not 
a victim of that << strong delusion," which vitiates the 
mental vision of your whole church— I should chaiga 
you upon the evidence of this single fact — and I ahonld 
have, the most indisputable right to do so— I say I should 
charge you, with such swerving, as a man, not only of 
honour, but endowed with an ordinary respect for truth 
and honesty, must instinctively and loathingly recoil from! 
The word which will agree with the pronoun, ig in tbb 
TEXT; and you reject that word for one which will not 
agree with the pronoun — that you may make out your 
case!!! •* Cup" is the word, and not "wine." "Cup," 
and *' this," in Greek, are of the same gender; therefore, 
with regard to one-half of your hypothesis, the difSculty 
which you contingently granted, is rendered absolute; 
and, upon your own authority, I am entitled to ask you 
—How could a cup of wine be the blood of the Lord? 
Bere you may, perhnps, assert that I, in my turn, de- 
part from the text, with regard to the self same word, 
your introduction of which I condemn. I plead-— what 
you cannot plead in your case — the sanction of Christ 
Himself; who, immediately after delivering the cup, 
establishes the truth that its contents consist of wine; 
" I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine" — 
Matthew, xxvi, 29. Ton will appeal, perhaps, to Luke! 
You may save yourself the trouble. Matthew takes 
precedence of Luke. 

But the sentence — " This bread is my body," re- 
mains. Half of your hypothesis remains ; fortified hj 
the fact that, on account of discrepancy of gender in 
Greek, the supplying of the word " bread *' is inad- 
missible. How happy ^ou «tft Vdl \}ftfe ^tquouu, or 
rather dejinitivef " ttiia V' ' ^ WX. ^ li\««A \\i \3«5^ \n. 
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proves to you! How confidently you intrench youN 
self behind its gender 1 No mistrust I No misglTing ! , 
Kot the most remote suspicion that it may retaliate 
upon you, for the unparmlleled misusage which it has 
leeeiyed at your hands I — ^nothing short of the most 
pitiless maligning of its character, in despite of the 
homage which universal grammar accords to it !— To 
call one of the two especially demonstrative parts of 
speeehan " indefinite word !'* 

Now what will you say, if, after all, the term 
^ bnady^ notwithstanding discrepancy of gender, should 
establish its right to a place in the text ? Look at the 
idMetext— 

*' Jesus took bread, and blessed, and brake, and gave 
to Uis disciples ; and said * This is my body/ ** What 
did Christ ** give to His disciples ?"— that is, to each oi 
them; beginning at the first, and ending at the eleventh 
^'What, I ask, did. the Redeemer give to each of the 
dneiples ? Find this, and you must light upon the noun 
—rin ellipsis — ^witii which the demonstrative, "indefinite 
ward** agrees. Will you answer — •* He gave His body, 

* into which He had changed the bread ; as a proof of 

* which the demonstrative * indefinite word ' agrees 

* with the term < body,' whereas it rejects the term 

* * bread V " And is the term body the only conceivable 
oae with which the demonstrative " indefinite word ' 
will agree 9 Look at the entire text again. Is there no 
expression in it which demands the supplying of an- 
ifAer term— -another term of the same gender, in Greek, 
88 the demonstrative *' indefinite word V* What think 
yon of the verb " brake " — " Jesus took bread, and 
blessed, and brake, and gave to the disciples.'* What 
did He give ? He gave to each of the disciples sl piece of 
the bread which He had broken, saying, as He gave it— , 
«.This is my body." This what 1 This piece of bread. 
^ This" piece of bread* " is my body — which is brokeu 

^ Toato '*ton ariou meros" mou e&U to t&tQk&» Xa \^\«t 
immSa klSmea^L 
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for yon" — according to Paul. The brokeu bread is tfae 
proper type of Chirist^s broken bodj. As the bread is 
broken, so the body of Christ) was broken ; as the bread 
nenrishes €tnim<d hfo, so' faith in the body of the cntd- 
fied Redeemer nourishes spiritual life. Yon will object 
that our Saviour d6es not say ^ This pieee of bread," 
I answer, what of that ! when His words referred to 
the givirig of a piece of bread f^^^^when theetfestmd 
the palates of the apostles fully itifbrmed them that the 
piece of bread was the symbol, and could be nothing 
fnore, of the body of their Lord t Ton would persuade 
a Christian that the apostles understood the bread to be 
changed, when the bread itself, to the conTictioiL of 
their senses, denied that any change had taken place; 
when the assertion of a ohhngei with respect to the • 
bread, never fell from the lips of Christ — neyer flowed 
from the pen of any one of His apostles ; and when, by ' 
expressly establishing the absence of any alteration ra 
the wine^ He borie, iiiferentially, the same authoritatiYe 
testimony with regard to the \yread ! You will rejoiB, 
that millione of Christians in coitimunion 'With your 
church, belreye in the change. In reply, I assert, ad- 
risedly and uncompromisingly, that Romanism is nor 
Christianity! 

* Thus, Sir, when the words of institution are rendwed; 
in absolute conformity with the circumstances ta whidi 
they refer; with the relation that subsists between the 
]dea9 which they represent; with the declaration of 
Christ as regards that relation; with the language of Paul 
to the same effect; these i;rords {)resent an instance of 
perfect parallelism, as regards those examples, wherein 
the verb "to represent/' may be substituted for thf 
Torb, ^ to be;'* as you allow to be the case in the proposi- 
tions, •• The seven good kine are seven years,'' ** The tei 
horns are ten kingdoms," "The field is the world," etc 
— for a symbol is akin to a dream, a parable, or a vision; ' | 
wherefore, •* This is my body," " This is my blood," are I 
correctly interpreted, "1\i\STevT«&ew\a\3K^\i^^l" *<Thi» 1 
represents my blood-," \.Vi«j iio\Ai/\\i^Vi:\^'».^*>»^'*^5»>a»» ^ 



' ease being ^cup;'* that is, "cup of t^tn^;" and iathe 
farmer, Apiece} that is, "pit^e <^ bread*' 

How stands the question ii6wf Why, even thus. The 
Lord's Supper is not anticipated in the sixth of John. 
The context of that chapter repudiates your interpreta- 
tion; Christ expressly and cir^umstarUially repudiates 
it; the silence of Peter, James, Jphn, and Jude^ in their 
.4WTeral epistles, indirectly repudiates it; Paul, in his 
.Epistle to the Corinthians, directly repudiates it; the 
uniTOfsal doctrine of the New Testsunent is inconsistent 
with it; the universal doctrine of the Old Testament, as 
relates to the promise of Christ, is inconsistent with it; 
no,promise is any where attached to the partaking of the 
Lord's supper; Christ Himself declares it to be a simply 
commemorative rite; Christ denies the least spiritual 
HfeaAiontoiohatsoeiDer is eaten or drunk; Christ denies 
: that the wine is changed; none of the inspired writers 
make mention of a change; the elements themselves deny 
that they are chan^; the words of institution are 
symbolical; the gender of the demonstrative, '' this^" in 
Greek, is no impediment to their being regarded as such; 
and your dogma is irreconcilable with the unity of .Scrip- 
tare, and with the integrity of the Redeemer! • 

What iiave you to set off against these £uts? The 
interpretation of reprobates and dissemblers^of men 
who, *' seeing, could not see, and, hearing, could not 
bear "—-of men to whom it was ''not given to know the 
mysteries of the kingdom of God;" the constant garbling 
or misrepresenting of the text; the casting of the context 
wholly out of view; abortive appeals to analogy; vicious 
logic — ^if logic it may be called; the lie and the doubt of 
the veracioits Council of Trent; the selfHsontradictory 
teaching of certain of the early fatJiers^ as you style 
them, in spite of Christ; and the authority of an alleged 
aaeret oral tradition from Christ and His apostles, to 
which, as can be proved from Scripture, you have just 
as Talid a claim — I say it admsedly'^'-aa the priests of 
Mahomet have! 
Tour appeal to "the Greek," to ** \iie'S^«Xwtt»'^1l^^«^ 
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churchy'* "to the swarthy monophjsite of Abjannia^" 
to '^ the whole of Asia and Africa/' is the sheerest Idleness 
•^albeit enriched with the testimony of eren an Ahys" 
sintan king! Yon may have the better part of Bvrope, 
to boo^ with the Queen-mother of Spain, the Emperor of 
Austria, and Ferdinand of Naples — those royal patterns 
of the Pope's faithful children — yet all will avail yoa 
nothing in the estimation of the Christian; while the 
slightest trace of your dogma is not to be met witii 

THROUGHOUT THE WHOLE WBITTEN WoRD OF GODw 



THE CARDINAL RASHLY CONTRASTS THE RB8FB€TETB BK« 
8P0NSIBILITIES OF THE PROTESTANTS AND ROMANISTS. 



I proceed, then, to notice your statement of the 
pective responsibilities of Romanists and Protestants, as 
regards your dogma. Tou say — 

*' On our side, I own we have risked all our hsppi- 
' ness, and our best possession here below." — ^The latter 
portion of this assertion, Sir, might hold to a certain ex- 
tent, where those who profess your creed may be SBb- 
jected to pains and penalties; but as it is a statemflnt 
which could not be uttered in Italy, or in any other part 
of the world where the sway of your church is unchecked, 
it is preposterously irrelevant, as a true characteristic of 
Romanism — "We have placed beside our doctrine the 
^ strongest effort of our faith, the utmost sacrifice of indi- 
' vidual judgment " — Granted, with the drawback, that 
Christ no where requires any such effort or sixcrifiee. 
What further have you placed? — •* the completest renun- 
' ciation of human pride and self-sufficiency, which are 
* ever ready to rebel against the simple words of Scrip- 
< ture." — Denied ! The dogma under consideration, as 
respects your whole priesthood, from the village curate, 
up to the Pope, panders to human pride and self-suffi- 
ciency, and perpetrates the most insolent treason ag^nst 
the simple words oi ScnpWxe. "^WX, xjvw^l — *^ And not 
' 8o content, "we have cast\\x\iO \Xi^ «r»\^^^ I^s^r^^ssl^bss^ 
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of our hope/* — Had yoa kept up the figure, and cast it 
Qto some more appropriate place, I should have 
dvised you to keep a good look-out, lest your anchor 
bonld come home; and, as it is, I counsel you to lose as 
ittle time as possible, in providing yourself with a more 
rustwortliy one; taking especial care that it be not of 
'our church's forging. Well? — ** Considering this as the 
surest channel of Ood*s mercy to us, as the means of 
indiyidaal sanctification, as the instrument of personal 
and local consecration, as the highest comfort of our 
dying hour, the foretaste and barbinger of eternal glory/' 
—A very extraordinary anchor! But conclude the par- 
(graph. ** And, as if these stakes were not of sufficient 
weight, we have thrown in the brightest links of cha- 
rity" — the chain-cable of the anchor, I suppose — 
' feeling that in this blessed sacrament we are the most 
closely drawn to Ood, and the most intimately united 
in affection with our Saviour Jesus Christ." — ^You have 
lotally forgotten to add how much you are indebted to 
t for the recruiting of your treasury ! This is one of 
;he brightest links of your charity, which you have 
nost unaccountably, kept out of the scale. Your next 
paragraph—* 

''All this we have placed on our belief; but if, to sup- 
pose an impossibility, wo could be proved to be in er- 
ror"!!! — ^What you suppose to be impossible, you have 
yourself — ay, Sir, even yourself! — achieved to perfection! 
WeWl —** it would at most be shown that we had believed 
.00 implicity in the meaning of God's words "^-Now, 
Sir, you suppose what is indeed impossible; and, more- 
Dver, what it were doing you a cruel wrong to lay to 
your charge! No man who can distinguish black from 
white — a feat which^-except in the case of a Jesuit — 
makes no huge demand upon the capacity — will accuse 
you of believing, at all; far less, too implicitly, on the 
meaning of God*s words — so far as the vindication of 
jrour dogma is concerned. Herein you may prove your 
innocence by pleading the most satiafa^^^x^ al\b\. ^ >a 
.be words of *'the Others " — ^the wot^ oi \jom.t ^mxc^ 
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— the words ot^Jlesh and hlood— -the words of the iinrtf- 
generate heart, choke-full of. the lust of temporal domi- 
nation—it is with these that you h^re been communing. 
It IS the meaning of those words, an^ not of (rod's words, 
in which, indeed/ 7on ioo implicitly beU.ey|B — unless 
jou don't helieye in it at all! .. Proceed.---'' thai; we had 
^ flattered onrselyes too easily that He possessed resources 

* and power in manifesting His goodness towards man, 
' beyond the reach of our small intellects, and jMiltry speo- 

* ulations."— Would it be possihle. Sir, to come to such 
a conclusion with ^i^vl's paraphrase of Isaiah Ixiv. 4^ 
before one? " Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither 
haye entered into the heart of man, the things which 
God hath prepared for them that loycvhim?'' ^e error 
of your church consists in too eaaily flattering herself 
that God w.Quld manifest his re30urce9 ^nd power in 
accordance with l^er '' weak intellects, ai|d paltry specn- 
lations!" WelJ,?— ** thjat, in ^th, we had measured 
' His loye more loyingly than prudently, and had formed 
' a sublimer, though less accurate, estimate of its power 
' than others had done."— The doctrine that God would 
change a morsel of bread, and a mouthful of wine^ into 
the body, blood, soul, and diyinity of thQjU>rd Jesus 
Christ; and suffer eyen the appearance of the mouthful 
or morsel to remain, in flat contradiction to the miracle 
T— a '* more laying than prudent measuring of His loye; 
' a sublimer though less accurate estimate of His powerr 
IHiat more? — ** In fine, that we ha4 been too simple- 
^ hearted and child-like, in abandoning our own reason 
^ into His hands, because He had the words of life." — 
Child-like and simple-hearted! These epithets inay indi- 
cate the characteristics of your flock, Sir; but they are 
wholly out of place as applied to your pastors — at least 
to such of them as compose what is strictly called the 
church. " Child-like and simple hearted," when well 
you know that your dogma enables you to tyrannise 
over the souls of all, whom you beguile into a belief in 
H! — ^plants you between tUe Redeemer and the sinner! 
•—ibars all access to giaco m\\iw\\i ^q>« \«.w?^\ — %^\si^^^ 
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,sboTe the prophets, the apostles, the Spirit, the Sod, and 
the Father! <« Eternal life, is promised only to those 
who worthily partake of the blessed Eucharist!" an 
eminently child-like and simple-hearted doctrine! — ^not 

. taking, even, inta l^e acoount, the calenlatidn of pounde, 
shillings f and pence! -^ such &n item in the Koman 
Catholic spiritual ecpnomy^ that your- church is not 
ashamed of farnaing even the helpless dead, through the 
abused affections and weakness of the deluded living! 
One more paragraph^ Sir^ and I take JOJ leave of yotkr 
work for the present. 

" But then,' if our faith, be right, ponder well what 
' infinitely heavier stakes hav<^ been ventured on the 
^ other side. For, oa its supposed &lsehood have been 

* risked words of contumely and ^com, of railing, and 
' most awful blasphemy, The holy sacrament has been 
' repeatedly profaned, jftnd its adoration mocked at as 

* idolatrous, and its priests reviled as seducers; and the 
< very belief in it eonsidered abundant ground for exd^- 

. ^ sion from political and social benefits. And if what I 
' bave advanced have been well proved, then are those 
^ who believe not with us living in the neglect of a sove- 
' reign command, a neglect to which is attached a fearfU 

* penalty. ' Unless ye eat the flesh of the Son of man* 

* and drink His blood, ye shall not have life in you.'" 

What, but the fact that you are miserably labouring 
. under the influence of strong delusion, can account for 
you thus travelling back to the sixth of John, ascribing 
to the Lord's Supper, a doctrine, for a glimpse of which, 
whatsoever be the view that is taken of it^ we look in 
vain to the narrative of that institution itself? But the 
Protestant, Sir, while he scorns your threatening, smiles 
St, and pities you; as he clasps the Bible to his heart, 
spuming your alleged tradition as a fraud and a lie. It 
is morally impossible, that what you call the oral word 
qt Qod can be His word, when it cannot maintain itself 
without the contradicting, the misinterpreting, or the 
mutilating of God's written Word; wYvWe \\. \«s«3i ^Ooa 
proof gi its genuineness Dpon a \>\a£i^\i^x[i^^%\xaY^^g^ 
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ment of the sufficiency of that word; thus adopting the 
only mode, in which it can, possibly ^ give a colour to its 
own pretensions! Herein, Sir, is a hazard, indeed, in- 
curred — a fearful one — and one that is not by any 
means prohlematieaL Herein is a positive and bhis- 
phemoas trespass against Qod, committed under the pre- 
text of serving Him, but attended with the absolute effect 
of dishonouring Him — of perverting his message of grace 
into a plea for oppressing His flock, on the one hand, and 
for gratifying the fleshly lusts of his pretended pastors on 
the other. Look to yourself! It is not your own blood that 
you have to answer for, but the blood of others, as well! 
When Christ commanded the Jews to search the Scriptures, 
alluding to the Old Testament, he repudiated all merely 
oral tradition; and established the paramount, sole 
authority, of the written word, past, and to come. Nor 
were the words of the New Testament a whit more 
the dictation of the Spirit, than the act of recording them 
in writing was. By the process of thus setting them 
down, and by no other means whatsoever, could the com- 
mand and the promise of Christ have been fulfilled, 
'*Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations; baptizing 
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost; teaching them to observe all things 
whatsoever I have commanded you; and, lo, I am with 
you, alway, unto the end of the world." It is the apos- 
tles alone who teach all things whatsoever Christ com- 
manded; it is the apostles alone who baptize. AYithout 
the apostles, baptizing and teaching are void, and the 
alleged authorization of Christ is a fiction! Where the 
apostles are absent, Christ is absent. Christ is absent 
in your oral tradition; because ** the fathers" are there, 
superseding the apostles; and, under pretence of being 
their successors, promulgating doctrine which the apos- 
tles never taught! What an idea of the wisdom and 
prescience of God — that He should have ordained His 
Word to be written, and yet should have left it inc(Hn- 
plete; left it to be ftWoA. \x^ a^w^ ^et^^tad by flesh and 
Wood, without proVidiug 1\xq %\xaAwf 0.1. wi wiaasjR>5s\ 



BOBIPTUBB PBBSEBTSD BT GOB, S91 

for the mission! What, Sir, when writing a portion 
of Scripture, which has endured for eighteen hundred 
years, the apostle tells us, " All Scripture is given by 
inspiration of Qod," will you fly in his face and tell us 
of an oral tradition, by the inspiratian of Oodf Is not 
such a tradition here inferentially excluded^-divested 
of all pretensions to truth? If an oral tradition, as well 
as a written one, had been contemplated by the Spirit; 
would not Paul, writing by the dictation of the Spirit, 
have established the authority of the one as well as that 
of the other! Your controversialists, in order to main- 
tain the blasphemous libel that Scripture is not alU 
stiffident, allege the evidence that certain books and 
epistles are missing; and inquire if it can be believed 
that the New Testament contains all the epistles that 
the apostles ever wrote, etc. Sir, an infidel, alone, can 
believe that any one sentence, far less any epistle or 
book, that God designed for the instruction of His crea* 
tnres, has failed to come down to them! Such a belief 
ean consist, alone, with the denial of God's omniscience, 
omnipotence, and universal providence! Grant these, 
and defect in the Scriptures is a moral impossibility! 
Your church boasts of handing down the Scriptures to 
posterity. Posterity thanks God, and not your church! 
She could not help but hand them down; and let me 
tell you, Sir, that her having transmitted them as they 
are — ^without corrupting them — is a miracle, to be ac- 
counted for only by attributing it to the overruling, con- 
straining power of God; who suffered her to content 
herself with inventing a fiction, which, as she imagined, 
relieved her from the necessity of vitiating the written 
record. That they have passed unpolluted through her 
eamal hands, is as irrefragable a testimony of their divine 
authorship, as the whole of the miracles which they con- 
tain! The Protestant, then, who makes the Scriptures 
his only rule, stakes nothing; whereas, the Romanist, 
who makes an alleged oral tradition his rule, which he 
•fiets above the Scriptures, stakes etery 'Oaaxs^y va^ ^\^fa^ 
M desperate contingency. Error, \ii ^.\va VjWwst ^»s»^ >a 
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more tKaii probable — ^it is certain! Most assuredly/a 

• -church like yours, spiritual in profession^ but carnal In 
practice— for even the very abstinence and penance 

• which she enjoins her priests to undergo, are subsenrient 
' ii6 JUshUf ends^^most assuredly, I say, a church of such 

a description, prepost«N>usly claims, for her head, tlie 
teacher who abolished the ceremonial law, and pro- 
claimed that men must henceforward worship the Father 

• in Spirit and Truth.- The sway of your church is 
maintained by her ceremonial! Ab in&nts Vire coaxed 

- to learn the alphabet by pictureerf so her flock «re en- 

- ticed to belieye in' her dogmas by paintings, and statues, 
and shows! Look^t your mass! Look at the 4mnning1y 
spun out melo-drama which your church substitutes for 

^the simple, unostentatious Supper of the'liord^ Here is 
Hie Truth in its most comprehensive fonas^** The Lofd 

'Jesus took bread, V and when He had given thanks. He 
brake, and said, Take^' eat; this it my body which is 

-broken for you: this do in remembrance of «le. After 
the same manner also, the cup, saying. This cup is the 
New Testament in%iy blood: this do ye, as oft as ye 

4rink, in remembrance of me." 

' Now, for the melo-drama:— » 



TSB XELO-DBAHA. OF THE MASS BEHEAB8XD POS THE 
SATISJ^ACTION OF THE OARDIKAL. 

'* The priest, standing at the foot of the altar, having 
^ made a low reverence, begins with the sign of the cross^ 

* saying, ' In nomine patris,'* etc. The priest, bowing 

* down at the foot of the altar, says the Confiteor. The 
•* priest going up to the altar, begs for himself and the 
' people, that Qod would take away their iniquities; that 

* they may be worthy to enter into His sanctuary. Then, 

* coming up to the altar, he kisses it, in [reverence to 
' Christ, of whom it is a figure. Then, going up to the 

'* hookj he rjBads wYvat \% caX\e^ \.\i<^ lTi\.'(Q\tt qt entrance 
/ of the mass. He. xeluma lo X\xq tca.^^^ <il ^'^ ^t^^go^ 
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* and njB, alternately with the derk, the Eyrie Eleison; 

< wbieh is said three times, to the Father; then, Ohriste 

< Eleison is said three times, to the Son; aud, then, Kyrie 

< EI«#oii is said three times, to the Holy Ghost. After 
' the Kyrie Eleison, the priest recites the Gloria in 
'Szcelsis. After this, the priest, turning aboat to 
'the people, says ' Domine vobisenm.' Then, turn- 
'img to the hook, he say < Oremus/ Then follows 

* the' leading of certain portions of Scripture. Then 

* the book is removed to the other side of the altar, 
' that the Gospel of the day may be read; before pnn 
'eeeding to which, the priest makes a prayer, bowing 

* down before the middle of the altar. At the be- 

* ginniag of the Gospel, priest and people make tho: 

* sign of the cross upon their foreheads, upoa their 

* mouths, and upon their breasts; the people standing* 

* At the dose of the Gospel, the priest kisses the book. 
' In the high mass, the Gospel is sung by the deacon, 
' a»d lighted' candles are held by the acolytes, on each 

* side. The priest, then, standing at the middle of tho 

* altar; recites the Nfcene creed, and kneels down at 

* the words ' Et homo factus est' Then, turning about 
' to the people, he says ' Domine yobisoum,* the ans* 

* wer to which is, * Et cum spiritu tuo.' He then reads 

* the Offertory, when he takes off the veil from the 
' ehalioe, preparatorily to ^offering up the bread and 

* wine for the Orifice. He then offers, first, the bread 

* upon the paten. He then pours the wine into tho 

* dialice, mingling -vl^ith it a little water; and offers 

* ^at up, with a prayer that the sacrifice may be ac* 

* cepted, for the remission of his own sins; of the sins 
' of those present; of those of the faithful, living and 

* dead; and for the salvation of all the world. Then, 

* bowing down, he says, * In the spirit of humility, 
' and in a contrite mind, mftywe be received by thee, 

* O Lord! and so may our sacrifice be made, this day, 

* in thy sight that it may please thee, Lord God! 

* He then blesses the bread and wine with, the «\%\:i^l\SfiA - 
^croas, iuvokiBg the Holy Ghost. B.e \2hieai ^s^ WCs»^ 
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* eorner of the altar, and there washes the tips of his flti* 
^ fSen, saying ' Lavabo,' etc. He then returns to the mid« 

* die of the altar, bows down, and begs of the blessed 

< Trinity to receive the oblation, in memory of the paftioD, 

* resurrection, and ascension of the Lord Jesns Christ, and 
'for an honourable commemoration of the blessed YiiigiD 

* and all the saints, that ' they may intercede for ns in 
' heaven whose memory we celebrate on earth.' He then 

* turns to the people and says, * Orate fiatres' when the 

* clerk answers in the name of the people ' May the 
'Lord receive this sacrifice at thy hands.' Then the 

* priest says, in a low voice, the prayers, called the 
' secreta; at the close of which, he says, aloud, ' Per omnia 
'secula sedilonim.' Then he admonishes the people 

* to lift up their hearts to God, and to join with him in 

* giving thanks to our Lord, etc. Then follows the pre- 
'face, introducing the canon of the mass. Then fol- 
' lows the canon of the mass, read with a low voice, 
'etc. Then follows the memento, etc., concluding with 
'a solemn commemoration of the blessed virgin, the 
'apostles and martyrs and all the saints; to honour 
' their memories, by naming them in the sacred mys- 
'teries, to communicate with them, and to beg, of 

* Oody the help of their intercession, through Jesus 
' Christ our Lord, Then the priest spreads his hands 
' over the bread and wine, which are to be consecrated 
' into the body and blood of Christ — according to the an- 

* cient ceremony, prescribed in the Levitical Law; that 
Hhe priest, or persons who offered sacrifice should lay 
' their hands upon the victim before it was immolated'^' 
'and he begs that God would accept of this oblation, 
' which he makes in the name of the whole church, etc. 

< Then he blesses the bread and wine with the sign of 
'the cross, etc., and he prays to God, etc. Then he 
'proceeds to the consecration; first, of the bread, into 
'the body our Lord; and then of the wine, into His 
'blood; which consecration is made by the words of 
'Christ, pronounced by the priest, iu His name, and 

^aa bearing Hisperaoii. TiVieii IqWqtw^ ^C^ft ^«^^>assii\ 
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' first of the host, then, of the chalice, in remembrance 
*of Christ's elevation upon the cross, and that the 

* people may adore their Lord, veiled under these 
' sacred signs; and at the elevation of the chalice, the 
f priest recites these words of Christ, 'As often as je 
^ahall do these things, ye shall do them in remembrance 

* of me,* etc. Then he makes the memento, or remem- 
'brance for the dead, etc. Then raising his voice at 
''Nobis quoque peocatoribus' he strikes his breast in 
^ token of repentance, etc. Then, kneeling down, and 
' taking the sacred host in his hand, he makes the sign 
' of the cross with it, over the chalice, saying ' Through 
' Him, and with Him, and in Him, is to thee God, the 
'Father, in the unity of the Holy Ghost, all honour 
' and glory;' which last words he pronounces, elevating, 
' a little, the host and chalice from the altar; and then 
' kneels down saying, with a loud voice, ' Per omnia 
' secula seculorum.' Then he says the 'Pater noster' 
' in a loud voice, and in token of the people's joining in 
' this prayer, the clerk, in their name, says aloud the 
' last petition ' Sed libera nos a malo;' to which the 
' priest answers ' Amen,* and goes on with a low voice, 

* begging that we may be delivered from all evils, past, 
' present, and to come ; and by the intercession of the 
' blessed Virgin, and of all the saints, be favoured with 
' peace in our days, etc., through Jesus Christ our Lord« 
' Then he breaks the host, in imitation of Christ's break- 
' ing bread, before He gave it to His disciples, and in 
' remembrance of His body being broken for us upon 

* the cross, and puts a particle into the chalice, saying to 
' the people ' The peace of the Lord be always with you.* 
' The ceremony of mixing a particle of the host with the 
^ species of wine in the chalice, represents the reuniting 

* of Christ's body, blood, and soul, at His resurrection, 

* etc Then follows the ' Agnus Dei,' the priest striking 
' his breast three times, in token of repeutance. Then 
' the priest says three prayers to himself preparatorily 

' to receiving the sacrament. Then he kYie^\% ^^-^^Xi^ 
' then he rises, and taking the 88^Taxiie\i\., ^\.t^^^ \^ 
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< breast, three times saying ' Domine non sum Jignns.*^ 
' Then he receives the sacrament, saying, * The body of' 
' onr Lord Jesus Christ preserve my soul to life everlast-' 
' ing.' Then he pauses a while. Then he receives tfa^ ' 

< chalice saying, ' The blood,' etc., when follows the com- 

* munion of the people. Then the priest proceeds to the 
^ 'first ablution of the chalicie, which is performed with a 

* little wine; then to the second, which is performed 
^ with a little wine and- water, received on the fingers 
' held over Ithe chalice, that no particle of the' blessed 
' sacrament may remain sticking to them, but that all 

' may be washed into the chalice, and. so received; Hd' 

* then wipes the chalice and covers it; goes to the book 

' and reads a versicle of the holy Scripture, callied the ' 
'€ommuni6n; turns to the people with the usual saluta- 
^ laon ' Domine vobiscum;* returns to the book, and reads 
^the post communion; again addresses the people with 
^ Domine vobiscum,' and concludes with '* Ite, miisss est^ 

* i— the mass is done.' 



THB TRICKS AND FANCIES AND ABSURDITIES 
OF THE MASS EXPOSED. 

Here is the Lord's Supper, according to your ehnifeli, 
contrasted with the ri to which Christ himself instituted. 
What resemblance do they bear to one another ? Tour 
priest, now^ represents Christ; and, now, the disciples^ 
As the former, he breaks the bread ; but for what pur- 
pose? To drop « a particle" of it into the chalice. Christ 
dropped no particle of the bread into the chalice ; but 
divided what he had broken among the disciples. Neither 
of the bread nor of the wine do you partake, as the dis- 
ciples did ; but appropriate the whole to yourself. Is 
this the way in which it behoves you to celebrate the 
Lord's Supper 1 You add a little water to the wine. 
Did Christ add water to the wine ? The apostles partook 
ofwine^ and not of wine m\TK.ed V\\XiN?\ji.\«t\ fw less^ with 
the addition of " a patticVe;' oi \Xv^i\«eaA., ^^^XsaX. ^2texv^\. 
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enjoined on that oecasion, was stringently binding upon 
all believers, ** Do this in rememlNrance of me.'' Do 
what ? Partake of the same bread and wine. You alter 
the cop Mid ihe bread 1 You infringe the command of 
Christ! It Is not his Supper, but a supper blasphe- 
mously manufactured by your church, that you celebrate] 
You feceive for the sins of the people, along with your 
own. Where, in the sacred narrative, is it named, xur 
hinied, or implied, that the cup and the bread were to be 
reoeiared as a propitiation for sin ? Conjure such a do&- 
.trine if you can out of the simple, and clear, and sole, 
command, ^ Do this in remembrance of me." In these 
dx WQinte, lies the whole scope of the institution ; and 
you oouvei!t that institution into an offering for sin ! 
Aocording to the language of Christ, as recorded by Luke 
and Paul, it is commemorative of such an offering, but it 
is not, by any means, such, in itself. But you break the 
t)read-*-^how well your church knows that it continues to 
be bread!— and add what you abstract, to the cup ; to 
** represent the reuniting of Christ's body, blood, and 
eonly at his resurrection ;" and this you do after conse- 
eratioB ; by which act, as your church declares, the cup, 
as well as the bread, *' is changed into his body, blood, 
soul, and divinity ; that is, into His complete and entire 
person!!!^' Christ is "complete and entire" in the cup, 
as well as in the bread, and, yet, you take a portion of 
the latter, and add it to the former, in order to denote that 
the body is reunited to the blood and soul ; while, accor- 
ding to your dogma, the body and blood, together with 
the soul and divinity, are there already 1 1 ! — By the way, 
wliy don't you complete this part of the pantomimic 
portion of the entertainment, by adding a drop of the 
wine to the bread ? It would be only fair that the wine 
should reciprocate with the bread, would it not? If the 
cup lacks the body, surely the bread must lack the blood? 
— If this be not absurdity and inconsistency, and with a 
vengeance ; I should be thankful if you would inform me 
in what inoonfiistency and absurdity .cotxs\sX.. '^njX ^^"^ 
stop not here! You incontinently aggTa;^«A,fe ^Xi\«» la^J^'t^ 
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by washing the cup ; and, then, your fingers, over the 
cup ; preparatorily to receiying again, that no portion of 
the sacrament may remain, adhering to the cup and 
fingers! Did the apostles, in the oral word which, as yon 
say, they handed down to you, direct you to do this, 
when they hare left no fragment of a record, that they 
did it themselves ? Moreover, the unparalleled prepos- 
terousness, and efifrontery of teachings that the person of 
Christ can be "complete and entire'' in the cup, and, 
yet that a portion of Him can possibly adhere to the 
cup or to your fingers ! ! ! Is not all this mummery, and 
mummery of the most degraded and besotted, though 
knavish description ? Is not your dogma, herein, a self-* 
proclaimed imposture? Does it not, herein, most pal^ 
pably, give itself the lie ? Tour church declares that the 
bread and the cup are the same ; by adding, to the latter^ 
a portion of the former she proves that they are not the 
same ! She declares that, in the cup, there is something 
wanting, which she breaks off a particle of the bread 
to supply ; and she says, it is the body which she adds ! 
Now, the bread's whole substance having been changed 
into the body, blood, soul, and divinity, of Christ, how 
does your church know that it is the body, or a portion 
of it, which she breaks off, and adds to the cup ? How 
conclusively she proves, by her miserable, most impudent 
jugglery, that, at least, three-fourths of her dogma^ as 
respects the bread, are false! Thus, the bread is not 
changed into the blood, soul, and divinity; granting that 
it be changed into the body of the Lord; for how is it 
possible for her to discern the latter from the former^ 
that she may take " a particle,'' and add, to the cup, what 
she asserts to be there already? If the bread be changed 
into the body, blood, soul, and divinity, it may as well be 
a particle of these, as of the bread, that she transfers to 
the cup. And if it be a particle of the body; whence does 
she abstract it? Is it from the limbs, or the trunk, or 
the head? And can she abstract it? Is flesh so easily 
divisible, that you can \)Tea\L a ^oiWwi <2sS. -vlth. your 
foger and thumbl l^onsUoxva ^^\u%\wv\ ^^ ^^ 
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Sir, what plea can you possibly oppose to my asserting, 
than an institution, so thickly fraught with the most 
stubborn eyidences of fraud and falsehood, as your mass, 
must necessarily be the result of giving to utter neglect 
the precept of Paul, *'Not walking in craftiness, and 
handling the Word of God deceitfully" — ^must, neces- 
sarily, present an awful illustration of what we read in 
Job. '< He taketh the wise in their own craftiness, and 
the counsel of the froward is carried headlongl^'*— -must, 
necessarily, be regarded as an instance, as signal as it is. 
i^palling, of the judgment with which the Almighty 
fisits those who have not received the love of the truth, 
that. they might be saved — "and for that cause God 
^b&ll send them strong delusion that they should believe 
a lie?" 

And how does your church contrive to delude her 
flock into the enduring of this monstrous concoction 
of priestcraft? By the agency of men of education — 
of men whom her craft has stamped with the alleged 
attribute of peculiar sanctity — of men to whom, in 
order to give weight to their pernicious teaching, she 
enjoins abstinence and mortification, contrary to the 
eommand of God — of men, who, with her solemn sanc- 
tion, arrogate to themselves the exclusive privilege of 
dispensing the gift of eternal life. By the agency of 
sneh men, gravely enacting an elaborate, alluring pan- 
tomime, interspersed with monologue, consisting of ap- 
peals, sacrilegiously offered up to God; and, infinitely 
more out of place, than those which sometimes offend 
upon the boards of the common theatres — ^by the agency 
of such officials, she prospers in palming off fiction for 
truth, and absurdity for consistency. Your stage en- 
joys its attractive scenery, and wardrobe too — its altar, 
its altar-piece, its image of the crucifixion, etc.; its 
stoles, with the cross worked upon tHe back — "signs 
upon signs" — its altar, a figure of Christ! Is this in 
imitation of the table, at which, the Redeem^T ^w^ '^Xns^ 
diseiples 8at?-^Was that table an aXUtI— ^^^ ^Ov^'Sii^ 
f table a §gnre of Rim who presided at WA 1>\^^^ ^^^ 
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ciples kiss that table, and bow to it? Your geDnflexionif 
too— -borrowed, I must suppose, from the attitude of the 
sitting or reclining disciples! Tour solemn padngs^ 
also, to and fro! — ^uow to the middle of the altar; noir 
to the corner of the altar; now to the book, which yoa 
kiss; now, with the book, to the other side of the altar; 
now to the pepple, and back again! Tour gestures 
also! — making the sign of the cross — ^now here, now 
there — upon the eyes, upon the lips, upon the breaaty 
over the bread, over the cup! and ttud blows whidi yon 
inflict upon your penitent l»east— in emulation of tiie 
publican! And when the plausible dum1>«how gryes 
place to speech, the passages duly modulated hy alter- 
nations of piano and forte. Take, over and above, into 
account, your censors, your candles, your acolytes, your 
occasional intoning deacon, and the aid of the well- 
practised choir that administers, oh high ooea»]ons, the 
accompaniment of the sacred melo-drama I Nor must 
we forget your ''solemn commemoration of the blessed 
Virgin "—to whose husband the angol of the Lord ap- 
peared in a dream, saying — << Fear not to take unto thee 
Mary, thy wife "— " of the apostles, and martyrs, and 
all tho saints, to honour their memory by naming them 
in the sacred mysteries, to communicate with them, and 
to beg of God, the help of their intercessions, through the 
Lord Jesus Christ ! ** — ^together with your remembrance 
of the dead ! — admirably consistent perpetuation of the 
Supper, which Christ commanded His disciples to observe, 
solely in remembrance of Him — solely for the comfort 
and edification of the living. 

But, to return to the cup and the bread. How came 
your church to be betrayed into the unparalleled absur- 
dity of teaching that the former, as well as the latter, is 
changed into the complete and entire person of the Lord 
— while at the same time, she absolutely mocks and 
scouts the doctrine, by preposterously adding to the cup, 
a particle of the bread, in order to denote the re-uniting 
of the body, blood, and soxA — \Xi%^ ^<Mi\^'sx\\&\i^\Tw'^^3MktQ 
already? How came sViejl aLsSit,\.o Ta»i5» ^ \\>gMat5»tt^ 
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yet pitiable, an exhibition of herself? You will find the 
answer in Scripture. By ** walking craftily! " — ^by per- 
petrating an act of robbery upon her laity — if that in- 
deed be robbery, which filches what were better away! 
Wot reasons best known to herself, she restricted her 
fauty to commnnion^ in one kind — an innovation, di- 
recUy at oddis with the teaching of, even, those early 
^'fethers," whom you quote, and who uniformly recognise 
the reeeiying in both kinds; restricting the body to the 
bread) and the blood to the cup; and in neither case 
conntenaneing the presence of the soul and divinity^ 
The laity, of course, would demur. They would expect 
the blood, as well as the body. Your church. Sir, would 
never have dreamed of advancing, in defiance of Christ 
and Paul, the monstrous proposition that the cup is the 
body as well as the blood; and the bread, the blood as 
well as the body; had it not been for the necessity of pro- 
viding against such an emergency as this — an emergency, 
the creation of her own reckless and voracious craft! 
With all her infallibility, by no other means whatso- 
ever could she have induced her laity to submit, than by 
propagating the lie. that the bread of which Christ only 
said, *^This is my body,'^ was to be regarded as His blood ' 
as well; whence, the cup would be entitled, in turn, to a 
similar enhancement of its contents. Thus, and thos 
only, could her laity have been deluded into the belief, 
that, though restricted to the bread, they were receiving 
the body and blood. The adding of a particle of the 
bread to the cup, must necessarily have been an anterior 
Innovation — a practice well known to the laity, and 
consequently one which could not have been conven- 
iently with«irawn; for I cannot bring myself to believe, 
that after having established the thorough equivalency 
of the bread and the cup, the church could have invented 
a process, which, open-mouthed and uncompromisingly, 
gives the lie to that eminently antichristian dogma. 
And how does your church defend ^' communion in one 
kind ? " By appealing to Script\xTe\ X«&\ ^^ q^^\/^ 
Scripture against Scripture; that sYi© ma."^ yasNXVj ^^%- 
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mas of her own exclusive invention!— that she may 
father upon Christ and His apostles and Evangelists^ 
doctriues, which antichrist alone could suggest! Scrip- 
ture, as she alleges, is her authority for the dogma of 
communion in one kind! Her proofsl She has them 
at hand! Christ Himself administered the Lord's Sup- 
per in one kind — bread — when He sat at meat with the 
two disciples at Emmaus: << And it came to pass, as He 
sat at meat with them, He took bread, and blessed, and 
gave to them.'* Was this administering the Lord's Sup- 
per] What follows? their'eating the bread? — ^No; but the 
opening of their eyes — " and their eyes were opened, and 
they knew Him, and He vanished out of their sight." 
Christ exhibits a portion of the Lord's Supper, with the 
sole view of opening the eyes of the disciples, and your 
church asserts that, in that portion, they received the 
whole of a rite, which, as the narrative itself indicates, 
He had no intention of administering! 

But it would seem, according to your church, that the 
primitive Christians received only in the kind of bread. 
*^And they continued steadfastly in the apostle's doctrine 
and fellowship, and in breaking of bread." What morel 
**And upon the first day of the week, when the disciples 
came together to break bread." This is a sample of the 
mode in which Roman Catholics are instructed to inter- 
pret Scripture! A part of the Supper is mentioned to 
indicate the whole, and, hence, your church jumps to 
the conclusion that the Supper was administered only iu 
the part that is named! When you are invited. Sir, to 
take tea with a friend, do you not look for the bread and 
butter as well? or, in case one should ask you to eat your 
mutton with him, would you not look blanft at the ab« 
sence of certain adjuncts, in the shapes of other solids, 
with appropriate condiments, and, liquids, too, to booti 
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« 

THE CARDINAL DEFENDS COMMUNIOIjr IN ONE KIND, BY AN 
IGNORANT APPEAL TO PAUL. 

But Paul is in your favour! Your church confi- 
dently throws herself upon Paul, and charges the trans- 
lators of the Protestant version of the Bibl§ with depart- 
ing from the text, in substituting the word **and*' 
instead of " or," in the passage, " "Wherefore, whosoever 
shall eat this bread, or drink this cup of the Lord un- 
worthily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of the 
Lord.' ' You are a scholar, and yet you seem to bo igno- 
rant of the fact, that the word " or,'' is frequently used 
to connect as well as to disjoin! — ^is frequently employed 
where the word ** and'' would be admissible.^ That this 
is the case, in the present instance, is evident from the 
plirase **body and blood" — referring to the cup and the 
bread — in the same verse; and from the preceding and 
following context — " For as often as ye eat this bread 
and drink this cup" — <<So let him eat of that bread and 
drink of that cup" — " He that eateth and drinketh un- 
worthily eateth and drinketh judgment to himself." 
Thus, by the context — ^how fond your church is of the 
context, when she troubles herself so much about it!-— 
thus, I repeat, by the context, it is incontrovertibly 
proved, that in employing the word "or," nothing 
could have been farther from the attention of the apostle, 
than to indicate that the bread might be taken unaccom- 
panied by the cup. No layman of your church receives 

^ Who are the persons that are most apt to fall into peeyish- 
ness and dejection? Are they the affluent or the indigent? Are 
they those whose wants are ministered to by a hundred hands 
beside their own; who have only to wish and to have? Let the 
minion of fortune answer you! Are they those whom want com- 
pels to toil for their daily meal, or — and — nightly pillow; who 
rise with the rising sun to expose themselves to all the rigours 
of the seasons, unsheltered from the winter's cold or — and— 
unshaded from the summer's heat? l^o\ t\i© \«b\iwxx^ ^l «asSft. «Rk 
the very blessings of their conditloul 
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the Lord's Supper, in any case; far less, when she ad- 
ministers it to him in the single kind of hreod. 

Such is the attractive heterogeneous hodge-podge and 
mince, which yonr church has snhstituted for the simply 
commemorative rite of our Lord's own founding. Your 
mass alone, examined in connection with the profitable 
trade which your church, notoriously, drives by the sale 
ef it, and with the awful consequences which, in order 
to insure subscription to it, and increase the number of 
her dupes, she blasphemously takes upon herself to 
attach to its neglect — your mass alone, I say, onght to 
open the eyes of your flock to the multitude of frauds 
which are practised upon {hem; and would inevitably do 
80, were not those eyes preteniaturally and fearfully 
sealed! But only let your laity once catch a glimpse of 
the glaring truth, that the tradition of your church is a 
fiction — that she imposes that fiction upon them by a blas- 
phemous invalidation of the written Word of God — that 
the written word is all-sufficient, as it needs must be — 
'let them but once suspect this, and thence be led to dili- 
gently search the Scriptures, with prayer for the light 
which the Author alone can give — with the prayer of 
unwavering faith, in the all-availing, only name, the 
name of *' the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin 
of the world" — let this but once take place, aiid they 
Will spurn your supposititious altar, and rush to the Tme 
One — the final One — final by the voice of the Spiritr^ 
The Cross of Calvary! To that, and to that only, will 
they thenceforward cling, "with all their hearts, and 
minds, and souls, and strength;** and remember your 
church only to look back upon her with mingled loath- 
ing and compassion — compassion, for the fatal delusion 
under which she, and those who yet cleave to her, are 
labouring; and loathing, at the review of the merchan- 
dise which, once, she made of them! 

Take the full benefit, Sir, of your claims for the sin- 
cerity of your belief in the truth of what you advocate, 
but not one jot oi meivt TXi\iLS\, ^wjl ifc^ievs^. ^\v^ ^^\\a ^^ 
a sincere belief must \ie dei\exm\Ti^^ Xi'f XJaa <3wa^\iet ^ 
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that to which credence is attached, else mnst we render 
all honour to the priest of Mahomet — Mahomet, the only 
pretender to whom I can compare yonr Pope— who is 

JUST AS MUCH THE VICEGERENT OF THE LoRD JeSUS 

Christ as the former was the prophet of God! 

I quote, Sir, hut not without a shudder, the address 
with which you conclude; and which you offer up, as I 
am bound to helieye, in sincerity !-«^ 

*^To Thee, etemad fountain of all knowledge, I turn 
' to obtain grace upon these lessons, and efficacy for 

* these wishes. If ' my speech and my preaching have 
' not been in the persuasiye words of human wisdom,' it 

* is thy word at least which I have endeavoured to declare. 

* Bemember, then, thy promise! For thou hast said 'as 

* the rain and the snow come down from heaven, and 

* return no more thither, but soak the earth, and water 
^ it, and make it to spring, and give seed to the sower, 
' and bread to the eater, so shall my word be: it shall not 

* return to me void, but shall prosper in the things for 
< which I sent it' Prosper it now, then: may it fkll 

* upon a good soil, and bring forth fruit a hundred fold. 

* Remove prejtidice, ignorance, and pride, from the hearts 
^ of all who have listened to it, and give them a meek 

* and teachable spirit, and strength to follow and to dis- 

* cover, if they know theni not, the doctrines of thy 

* saving truth. Hear, on their behalf, the last prayers of 

* thy well-beloved Son, Jesus, when He said, * And not 
'only for them do I pray, but for them also who through 
■'their word shall believe in Me, that they all may be one, 
*as thou, Father, in Me, and I in Thee, that they may 
' also be one in Us.' Yes; may they all be one by the 
'profession of the same faith; may they be one in the 
'same hope, by the practice of thy holy law; that so we 
*!nay hereafter all be one in perfect charity, in the 

* possession of thy eternal kingdom. Through Jesus Christ 

* our Lord. Amen." 
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THE cardinal's PRAYER EXAMINED. 

What yon have endeavowed to do. Sir, is best known 
to yourself. What yon have done is a question alto- 
gether different, and is thoroughly open to the exami- 
nation of others. And this is what you haye done: 
Instead of declaring the Word of God, you have 
mutilated, isolated, and misrepresented it, with the yiev 
of obtaining currency for the word of your church. It 
is other soaking. Sir, than that which proceeds from the 
rain and the snow, for which the earth has been in- 
debted to your church; whose word, it is true, returns 
not Yoid to her, as regards the things which administer to 
lusts, expressly, reiteratedly, and uniformly denounced 
by the I^rd Jesus Christ. The prejudice, and ignorance 
and pride, for the removal of which you pray, you labour 
to confirm and to propagate — as well indeed you may, for 
they compose the foundation upon which your church is 
manifestly built, and, which being removed, she would 
fall. The meek and teachable spirit which you invoke 
concerns the instruction of your church, and not the in- 
struction of God; the doctrines of whose saving truth she 
has supplanted with doctrines exclusively her own. Those 
who are one with you in the profession of the same faith, 
cannot, by any possibility, be one with the Son and 
the Father, as the Father and the Son are one; because 
the faith of your church is manifestly destructive of that, 
which the Son and the Father inculcate; and by receiving 
which, wholly and solely^ the creature can alone become 
one with the Creator. 

And now, Sir, what have you made of your dogma? 
What relation, whatever, does it bear to the Living OM 
What does it concern but an idol, the work of human 
artifice] — an idol which, in your endeavours to establish it 
more firmly on its base of falsehood, you, yourself, have 
dashed to the earth, and s\istUe\fe^\Yi\.<^it2u%x>aft\Lts — which, 
m^iFever^ I doubt uot, you m\\ qqiw\.w^ X<i ^\x\. \a^Sjsw^ 
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gain, so as to beguile its votaries into the belief, that the 
bject of their besotted veneration is as sound as ever! 



CONCLUSION. 

But, to glance at certain adjuncts of your passive 
eity, permit me to inquire where it was that your church 
rst lit up her altar and her priest, for no such priest or 
itar is to be met with in the records of the Second Dis- . 
ensation. Where, I ask, did she light upon them? 
here, where she found her image — in the temple of the 
eathen? Through lust she envied the heathen priest; 
ad through lust she coveted the heathen altar. She 
iw that the latter was rich — the repository of various 
Serings, ranging from the most humble to the most 
imptuous — not contributed for the relief of suffering 
esh and blood, but lavished upon wood or stone; and 
lo saw that the former stood like a god, with crowds 
F worshippers upon their knees before him. Nor did it 
)iitent her to offer up the spiritual incense of supplica- 
on, thanksgiving, and praise. Her fleshly eje and 
ostril longed for the censer and its cloud of perfume! 
he fondly persuaded herself tbat she might render good 
iTYice to Chri8t,'not by achieving a victory over Jupiter, 
ut by robbing him; and, accordingly, she made a com* 
remise with heathenism, by grafting its worship upon 
lat of the Living God — seducing, not converting— giv- 
ig, it is true, the outlines of a more rational belief, but 
Uing them up with the lights and shadows, and colour- 
ig of superstition! And she prospered, after the im- 
rination of her own caruaL heart! — ^prospered, till she 
ecame a wonder to herself — till, in the intoxication of 
jlf-idolatry, she claimed equality with Christ — super- 
3ded Christ — cast almost wholly off the law of His 
Tord, and stood irresponsible upon the code of her own! 
hat was the day of her consummate glory, was it not, 
hen she first proclaimed to bet sub^^cXa, ^^ TVa cVswrf^ 
r^^r^s this and this*' — not God,\)\x\i \\x^ <tox^\ '^^ ^^ 
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church decrees itr No reference! — ^no appeal! Tb& 
authority of the Trinity, a blank, in comparison with 
that of the church — ^the ground and pillar, not of truth, 
like the spiritual building which Christ and his apostles 
raised — but of falsehood^ fraud, and infidelity I How 
paramount in magnificence of holy achieyement stood 
then your church, when the sovereigns of the earth did 
"brutish, implicit homage to her; when Sigismund broke 
bis pledge to quench her thirst for the blcod of John 
Httss; and when a British king, at her mandate, de^ 
seended from his throne to perform a slavish act of pen- 
lance at the »hrtne of a pestilent priest!— <-when, in com- 
pelled or beguiled preference for her •^tender mercies,'* 
mankind forewent "the sure mercies of David;" and, 
instead of receiving into their hearts and minds the pro- 
mised Spirit of God, threw them wide open, to the en- 
trance of whatsoever spirit it pleased her to breathe into 
them; consenting, through her seductions or threats, to 
erawl^ her abject slaves, instead of standing eroct, at 
the proclamation of the apostle, "the freemen of the 
Lord!'' 

But Christendom is of yotcr church's making! And 
what, through a lapse of centuries, have we contem- 
plated in Christendom? the fruit of Christianity— peace, 
forgiveness of injuries, brotherly love?— or war, revenge, 
and hatred? True, the B>edeemer said, " I came, not 
to send peace, but a sword;'* but it ill befitted a chnrch 
that calls herself His, to have become the instrument 
of fulfilling the prophecy. Do I, Sir, overstate the 
case, to the amount of a jot, when I assert that yonr 
church has improved upon the Jewish adage, " An eye 
for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth?** Professing to 
honour Christ, what has she taken up ? Her cross, as 
He commanded? No, Sir, but an image of His I No, 
Sir, but the sword! — no image, but an unsightly, dread, 
abhorred, reality! "Touch me and perish f" is the 
compendium of the Gospel, which she has preached to 
mankind in the name oi Q50^\ ^^'^^asv^^^fss. \^^\\hu- 
tion!" has constituted Yvex V\VsX ct^^^/vci^s^'sa.Xa^ \i^ 
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her own example! Yes, Sitr; the hand that claims to 
hold the miraculous cup, has more than once flourished 
the sword; and the lips which countless times have 
received the body, blood, soul, and diTinity of Jesus, 
have more than once given the signal for slaughter; or 
piroclaimed a Tt Deutn to celebrate its consummation I 
Sistory — ^well authenticated history-— gives your church 
credit for expertness and s^eal in the use of the carnal 
-weapon, and among its victims numbers the brethren 
and sisters — men, women, and children — of churches 
which could boast, as well as she could, a direct apos- 
tolical descent; though they did not emulate, as she has 
done, the merit of departing from, or corrupting, the 
apostolic faith — in whose unpretending houses of 
prayer neither altar nor image was to be found; whose 
ceremony recognised no second mediator in Mary, no 
subordinate intercessors in the saints; wiiose ministers 
were pastors, not priests; whose creed gave no sanction 
to the dogma of transubstantiation, or of puVgatory^ 
whose discipline was a stranger to auricular confession 
1 — that instrument of reciprocal contamination; whose 
sole trust for salvation was that which Scripture told 
them it ought to be, " The faith as it is in Jesus;" and 
who for such fidelity, in the sight of God — but heresy 
ia the regards of your church— were committed, by her 
holy ordination or sanction, to the correction of the 
sword, and its concomitants-^rapine, pollution, confla- 
gration, and slaughter! Merciful God! what a heresy 
to call for extirpation! adhesion to thy sacred laws, and 
disregard of dogmas, rank with the craft and lusts of 
unregenerate, designing, truthless, and worthless men! 

But the sword did not content your church. Hell 
offered her the Inquisition, ' and she snatched at the gift 
of Hell ! Within, the dungeon, the rack, with every 
engine of torture which infernal, fertile, quick invention 

^ In spite of the most Talid and numeroos documents to (the 
contrary, " the church " is now ao afth&m«^ <A ^Jaa'ixinjiSsss^^^^k 
that abe does not blush to cbaraoteriae it ^ «k ^^^^ Y^fi>Sv5»^ 
institution ! 
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could suggest; and, withont, the gibbet and the stake 
were placed at her acceptance — and she blessed them ! 
Tell me not. Sir, that the murders which ensued in 
thousands of thousands, were the work of the secular 
arm ; when it is proved b^ documents, the truth of which 
defy all questioning, that the heart which animated 
that arm, and kept it in full employment, had its seat 
in the bosom of your church I Then was the epoch of 
her most holy triumph, when the charities of our com- 
mon nature stood nerveless upon the earth, and looked 
helplessly on I — when, from the palace to the cottage, 
the door was implicitly flung open at the summons of 
the Holy Office, and the hearth or the bed surren- 
dered—without daring to offer expostulation or entreaty 
i — the father or the mother, the daughter or the son, to 
abide the pleasure of the secret, ghostly tribunal, and 
the handling of its savage oflicials J— -when the court of 
trial was the place of execution — " a hell upon earth !" 
—a hel!, the consigners to which were the guilty^ and 
the consigned the innocent I — a human hell, where 
fiends presided in the shapes of men, and urged the 
throe and the writhing of convulsive, maddening agony ; 
feasting on the victim, and listening to his groans, 
as the glutton does to the music that accompanies a 
banquet, on which he gloats ; and from which he never 
rises till he is gorged ! 

And this is the church which you would commend 
to the veneration of mankind, by holding up to them, as 
the most convincing sample of her infallibility, a dogma, 
which, in whatsoever point of view it suits you to ex- 
hibit it, presents to us some phase of fraud or falsehood! 
This is the church into whose pale you would fain seduce 
the Protestant subjects of these realms; a church, the 
fruits of whose communion we may contemplate in 
Portugal, Spain, Austria, and Italy— countries, in their 
institutions, laws, morals, and liberties, most worthy the 
emulation of Great Britain! It was a feat worthy the 
paramount representative oi -yowx scarlel \si\^\x<ss&^^'?^'3» 
it not, io parcel out, wit\vo\xt \e^^e ox \vi«viw^ HJws^ ^^. 
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minions of the most angust sovereign of Europe — the 
most angusty because the most exemplary !-^the most 
beloved and trusted of the governed I'-^i monareh with- 
ont a leaning party! — herself and her subjects, one! — ^no 
imagination, no object, no wish upon her part, but their 
enlightenment and happiness ; their independence of 
foreign sway, and their liberties at home! It was a feat 
worthy the Italian priestly autocrat, who, but for the 
terror of a foreign ward of bayonets, would be pulled 
from the throne, where he sits like a puppit, hy prop- 
ping'-^ii was a feat, I say, most worthy of Mm to parti' 
tion the land of such a queen; to appoint the spiritual 
nobles who should rule its subdivisions, under tho 
supervision of a sacerdotal prince — yourself! Tou 
repudiate, I hear, the charge of designing to mul- 
tiply the numbers of your communicants ! — • To 
inrhat use, then, the toil and the sweat of your previ-. 
ous operations? You declare that no innovation is at* 
tempted or intended! — What business have you here 
then? Why was a cardinal forbidden, by a former 
British queen, to touch the shore of her realms, if one 
may now, innocuously, not only land upon them, but 
walk on, till he seats himself in their very heart!-— 
enthrones himself there! — holds his levees there! -i*- 
enthrones himself in defiance of the amazement of their 
mistress, the frown of her minister, the remonstrance o£ 
her clergy of all Protestant denominations, and the 
expostulating indignation of her subjects of the same 
communion! Who encouraged you to attempt this pro- 
cess of paramount, unparalleled impudence? Did the 
Koman laity of this country suggest it to you? They 
seemed to be content! They had obtained what had been 
but too long withheld from them — all reasonable parti- 
cipation in our civil privileges! The honours of the bar 
were placed within their reach; Parliament was thrown 
open to them; Governancies were at their acceptance; 
The administration welcomed them! They had every 
reason to he coBient] and they were so, ^vi^^^wi^.^V'K^'i 
remained so, had their Priesthood \ei\. \^^\si ^<;yaft\ ^"^iX 
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no sooner were they liberated from their former dinibil* 
ities, than they were spirited up to coTet domination ;4Nr^ 
rather, made the tools of those who lusted for it, and who 
ungenerously and wickedly contemplated in the footing 
of a just equality— for the priest of Rome stands Q,poii a 
perfect level with the pastor of Protestant dis8ent-*<-a 
stepping-stone, and nothing better, 1^ which they might 
help themselves to regain the upper hand which their 
predecessors once pemieiousltf enjoyed 1 Tes, Blr, th9 
acknowledgment which your priesthood contemplated^ 
and taught their laity to ponder, in return for our justly 
-— ^uf justly — striking off, and casting away, for ever^ 
as I hope, notwithstanding provocatiou, the shackles of 
our Roman Catholic brethren, — ^was the riveting upon 
us of tlie still more abominable chains of a debasing, 
irresponsible, and ruinous, spiritual tyranny! And the 
Jesuit was called in to put his accommodating, unscru- 
pulous shoulder to the holy work! — the convict at U^rgef 
though branded by the denunciation of almost every 
court and people of Europe^ — Rome at the head, though 
now she deems it expedient to avail herself of the felon 
— the Jesuit who outrages the name of man!— the Jesuit 
whose infamy, unparalleled by that of the pickpocket 
and housebreaker, it is, to own a mind and a heart, 
without the option of regulating a single wish of the 
one, or thought of the other — the Jesuit, that moral 
pest, which, like the physical one — the typhus or the 
cholera — roams wheresoever it lists; unseen, but felt-r- 
the Jesuit was called in to give the blessing of his con- 
taminating co-operation to the work! He has glided 
into our families and schools, our colleges and our 
churches — yea, into the chairs of the former, and the 
pulpits of the latter; undermining under the pretence of 
confirming; distributing Popish poison under the appear" 
ance — I thank you for the word — under the appearance 
of Protestant, nutritious, and invigorating food. And 
the work, by his means, has prospered! Perversion has 
followed perversion almost xx^wo. \Xx^ n^x-^ hftela. Lay- 
men, from the mechanic to t\v^ noW^a-, Ov«^5\s\sl^^\x^sa^ 
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the curate to the dean; have united with your Church in 
branding the recorded Word of God, with the blas- 
phemous imputation of insufficiency! Yes, Sir, to the 
agency of the Jesuit — agency, hased upon the maxim to 
which the curse of the apostle sticks!^ — the fraudful 
maxim, that the means are justified hy the end! — the 
execrable maxim, which sanctions the lie, the false oath, 
or the unscrupulous violation of an oath! — and worse, 
aye, worse — I say, Sir, to the agency of the thoroughly 
trained, and conscience-indurated exemplar of such a 
maxim, is to h^e attributed the spread of your faith, as 
witnessed in the apostacies and Puseyism of these 
countriesl It is to the honour of your holy church, that, 
in these countries, she has managed to succeed by prac- 
tices, which, in the ordinary transactions of society, 
would expose the wretch, who could be guilty of them, 
to immeasurable scorn, and consign him to irrecoverable 
infamy! But success would not content her! Congeni-. 
ally imitating the chiefs of ancient pagan Bome, she 
must indulge in the triumph! — she must display her 
laurels and her trophies! — she must swagger before 
men's eyes, and " speak great swelling words of vanity," 
till, in amaze at her besotted, indecent insolence, the 
mistress of these realms starts up and asks, " Am I the 
Queen of England?" 

And who is the agent of your church, in provoking 
such a questiou from such a queen? A masquerading 
sceptred priest, who, but the other day, as it were, fled, 
in a borrowed livery, from his own convulsed dominions! 
— fled to the first arm, under which he could skulk for 
shelter; and squatted there, though it stank and dripped 
with the blood of recent, merciless slaughter! — with 
Roman Catholic blood! — the blood of a neighbouring 
portion of **the beloved children "! — ^the blood of a 

^ " And not, rather (as we be slanderously reported, and as 
some affirm that we say) ' let us do eyil, that good may come/ 
whose damnation is just;" Rom. ill. 8. '* Abstain from a(( kk^ 
pearance oferil;**! Thess. v, 22. " He that ^<»)ik w^^XusiOa. xtfiX. 
seon God;" 3 John 11 



314 PAPAL DESIGNg. 

groaning people, goaded and maddened into insurreetion, 
by a tyrant, before whose gust the binding oaths of 
treaties had given way, like rotten packthread, in the 
knotting! It was a day of rejoicing to your church, was 
it not — ^a day never to be forgotten by her — ^when, as we 
were told, the royal runaway priest, and the royal 
butcher, partook, in concert, of the '^ blessed Eucharist''! 
a rite of which the former never once omitted to partake 
while the bombardment of the holy city was going onl 
And still he partakes of it, glancing, with thankful eye, 
from the cup which, as he says, contains his God, to the 
bayonets that allow him to lift it to his lips in safety! 
The fidelity of his immediate '* beloved children " is not 
to be trusted; the temples and shrines, with theu im- 
ages, in duplicates upon duplicates, of Mary and the 
saints, environing him, are not to be trusted; the Holy 
Spirit, with which he declares himself to be anointed, is 
not to be trusted; the God, by whose appointment he 
fills the apocryphal chair of Peter, is not to be trusted! 
He can put faith in nothing but the arm of flesh, and that 
a foreign one! 

The inhabitants of these countries. Sir, have not a 
guess of what your religion really is. Its character, 
to be duly estimated, must be studied abroad; and no 

WHERE IS THAT CHARACTER SO REVOLTINGLT DEVEL- 
OPED; AS IN THE ALLEGED CAPITAL OF CHRISTENDOM! 

— •* the city of your afiections," as, I believe, you some- 
where designate it — or that, to which you fain would 
bear us *<on the wings of your affections." Could 
London, through your instrumentality, be perverted into 
a second Rome! — Great Britain into a second Italy! — 
Speak soft, and smooth, and sweet, as you may, under 
the unexpected turn which things have taken, — it is 
even so blessed a consummation which you yearn for, 
and anticipate ! — Yes, Sir, you anticipate the day when 
our cathedrals, churches, chapels, and meeting-houses 
shall be devoted to the representation of your numerous 
blasphemous dramatic mysteries ! — when magna charta 
shall give place to the bulls of his holiness the Pope !— 
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when our courts of law shall be superseded by inquisi- 
torial irresponsible tribunals! — when our prisons shall 
be turned into inquisitions! — when monasteries and 
nunneries ^ shall outnumber our present charitable instiT 
tutions/ and sap them of their revenues! — when the 
vermin of monks and friars shall swarm in our Tillages, 
towns, and cities ! — and when the host shall parade our 
jstreets, lined with a crowd of men, women and children, 
kneeling in adoration of a lie, and kept in order by rank 
and file of bristling soldiery. 

It rather vitally behoves the Koman Catholic inhabit- 
ants of these countries to stint themselves in their rejoir 
cing at the late insolent aggression, — of carrying which 
into effect, you, yourself, have been the cool, unblushing, 
and indecent instrument ! It vitally behoves them to 
look about them, and consider well what they reckon 
upon ! It is a somewhat momentous reflection, Sir, that, 
out of their whole body, three individuals — hut three — 
have manifested their sympathy with their queen, her 
minister, and her Protestant subjects. But three of the 
■whole Koman Catholic body have vindicated their loyalty, 
and manfully asserted their claim to the rights of citizen- 
ship — Beaumont, to his immortal honour, the foremost. 
Of what avail, Sir, are declarations of duty to the throne, 
■when duty is repudiated by exultation at the cause which 
gives umbrage to her who fills the throne ; and agitates, 
-with indignation, the grand mass of her lieges ! Can she 
depend upon the subscribers to such declarations 1 Can 
their fellow-subjects depend upon them 1 May not the 
foreign influence which operates so unbecomingly now, 
in suppressing the honest, generous pride of a common 
nationality, hereafter triumph in wholly loosening the 
ties of civil concord, confidence, and unanimity ? The 

^ These hapelets prisons — Tiopeless, every way! — have been 
suppressed in countries, wholly Homan Catholic. How comes it, 
then, that, at this time of day, a Protestant country suffers 
them, and looks idly on while they multiply? The legislature 
should see to it, lest liberali&m, run mad, destroy not <^!DlI^ tba 
Jibcrty, but the Christianity of Great BxVX».\a. 
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Boman Catholics of Groat Britain obtained what they 
asked for in the year twenty-nine. Have they, in ttie 
present crisis, proved themselyes worthy of our oonfi- 
dence ? I answer, No I Would I see their former dua- 
bilities re-imposed ? Again, I answer, No ! Though a 
Protestant myself, and clad with all the privileges of one, 
I never valued the pride of my position— I never trod 
my native land with the rejoicing limbs of a freeman- 
while my fellow countrymen, of the opposite creed, irent 
shackled. So'tedious was the struggle for emancipation 
—-so apparently hopeless — and, yet, the successful issue 
so constantly and so yearningly longed for by me ; that, 
when, at last, it arrived, I felt for months, as one in a 
flattering dream ! And that I had not been a looker-on, 
profuse in idle sympathy--*! say it deprecatingly, and not 
to boast—the humble, but zealous, efforts of my pen, bore 
witness for me. You, and your master. Sir, have done 
disreputable service to the Roman Catholic subjects of 
Great Britain, by placing them in a predicament wherein 
they could not act, according to your wishes, without 
eminent prejudice to themselves! In the respect of their 
spiritual concerns — and here I acknowledge myself the 
debtor, especially, of your theological works — in the re- 
spect of their spiritual concerns, I know them to be the 
victims of that "strong delusion,'' under which you 
have furnished — ^as I have clearly and unanswerably 
demonstrated by the light of God's Word — proof upon 
proof that you, yourself, are labouring. But though, 
through the teaching of your carnal church, they have 
closed their eyes and ears to the Truth that saves, they 
may, notwithstanding, be accessible to admonishment 
on the score of their temporal interests. I would ear- 
nestly implore them, then, to cast their thoughtful 
regards towards the secondary Roman Catholic States of 
the Continent, and, finishing the survey with that of the 
primary one, to study there, especially, the blessings that, 
after centuries upon centuries of trial, have resulted from 
the immediate constant svx^etVmwv cil ^w\x ^a»s5SQL. \. 
would implore them totoat t\io?.G\Afi'ss«v^^V3'0aa \tA>» 
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try^ the integrity^ and general morals of the governed; — 
in the liberty that they enjoy,— in the laws that protect 
Iheir cMl righti^-^in the tolerance that ihej practise, 
or are permitted to practise,^-in their immunity from 
priestly exaction at home, — and in their independence 
of foreign meddling interyention ; — ^and then let them 
aiuwer the question, What they can posnbly propose to 
tiemseleeshy desiring the extension of Roman sway in 
tke country of which they form part and parcel ; and 
vtiidi« under the government of a limited Protestant 
monarchy, has rendered herself the freest, the most en- 
lightened, the most influential, and the most prosperous 
and envied, of all the polities of Europe! 

Moreover, let them look, more narrowly, into the 
cause tor which they back you, at present, in the rather 
liazardous and unquestionably disreputable game which 
yon and your priesthood, in quick obedience to your 
common chief, are playing. That cause is the Roman 
Church, which, already, you, a subject — a British sub- 
ject — ^have been the suggestive instrument of setting 
above the Protestant sovereign of these countries. You 
will plead the sanction of the Bible! — maligning the 
Bible, by denying its all-sufficiency, you will impudently 
Appeal to the Bible. ''Fear God-— honour the king." 
You will say that the Bible sets God above the king; 
and that God and the church are one? True! But 
what church? Yours? No, Sir; but the church of 
Scripture! — No, Sir; but that church against which the 
gates of hell shall not prevail— gates which your church 
has vied, with that of Mahomet, in opening! The 
ehurch, that is one with God, is the church of the Spirit 
— " the church of God's building"! Yours is a church 
of the flesh — a church of man^s building-— a church whose 
every peculiar dogma smells of the flesh! Not a trace 
of any one Roman dogma is to he met with in Scrip- 
ture! Not a trace! Your claim, in virtue of Peter, 
is not to be found in Scripture — moreover, it is damned 
hjr your own fMe of his connectvoiL Vv\Xv ^w$!kfc\ \sv 
wb'ieb be never so much as set ioo\.\ X^xa «^q!^^^ 
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JBucocssion is not there; your secret oral tradition is not 
there; your purgatory,. your penance^ your indulgen^^ 
are not there; your invocation of the Virgin and of the 
saints, is not there; your baptismal regeneration is not 
there; your consecrated brick or stone, and mortar, — 
your holy water, holy oil, holy candles, baptism of bells 
and horses, are not there; your relics, crucifixes, beads, 
amulets, pictures, statues, and -wardrobes of costly trum- 
pery, are not there; and, least of all, • is your sacrifice 
there; with the blasphemous, indirectly damnatory, and 
craftily monopolising doctrine which you found upon it 
— '' Eternal life is promised only to those who worthily 
partake of the blessed EucharistV^ 

JAMES SHEBIDAN iNOWLES.. 
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